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In THE MARINE CORPS

The following-named officers for appolnt-
ment to the permanent grade of major gen-
eral in the Marine Corps:

Alired H. Noble

Graves B. Erskine

The following-named officers for appoint-
ment to the permanent grade of hrigadier
general in the Marine Corps:

Edward A. Craig

Thomas J. Cushman

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 21, 1948

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Mont-
gomery, D. D. offered the following
prayer:

Blessed Lord, in meditation and prayer
we would ponder these great injunctions:
Know thyself, control thyself, give thy-
self. Through the dawning of each day
may their growth be determined in our
lives, thus fulfilling our God-given best.

O Lord, the greatness of a nation de-
pends not upon its resources but how it
uses them; forbid that we should waste
or foolishly dissipate them. Let our
thoughts be centered in a passion for
higher things; make us strong in Thy
strength, wise in Thy wisdom, and loving
in Thy love. Give us the spirit of cour-
age to overcome our faults, casting out
the beam from our own eye, and extend-
ing our horizons of brotherhood and un-
derstanding, Inthe name of our Saviour.

Amen,

The Journal of the proceedings of
yesterday was read and approved.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin asked and
was granted permission to extend his re-
marks in the ReEcorp and include a table
from the Department of Agriculture.

Mr. MACK asked and was granted per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a radio speech made
to the people of his district.

Mr. CROW asked and was granted per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a statement by James
F. O'Neal, national commander of the
American Legion, made before the For-
eign Relations Committee of the Senate.

Mr. SNYDER asked and was granted
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include an editorial from the
Martinsburg Journal on the subject They
Are Not Broke,

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent to extend
my remarks in the Recorp and include a
magazine article. I am advised by the
Public Printer that the length of the ar-
ticle is in excess of the amount allowed
under the rules to the extent of $177.
Notwithstanding, I ask unanimous con-
sent that it may be printed.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Wis-
consin?

There was no objection.

Mr. AUCHINCLOSS. Mr. Speaker, 2
days ago I received permission to extend
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my remarks in the REcorp. Iam advised
by the Public Printer that the remarks
exceed the usual amount allowed to the
extent of $230.75. Notwithstanding the
excess amount, I ask unanimous consent
that the extension may be made.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr., AUCHINCLOSS]?

There was no objection.

Mr. MORTON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the REcorp on the subject
of grain allocation for the beverage dis-
tilling industry.

Mr. BAKEWELL asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the REcorb.

. Mr. MILLER of Nebraska asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the Appendix of the REecorp
in two instances, in one to include an
address by Mr, Straus, of the Reclama-
tion Bureau, and in the other to include
resolutions passed by the Nebraska Rec-
lamation Association.

Mr. BOGGS of Delaware asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the Appendix of the Recorp and
include an editorial.

Mr. TWYMAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the Recorp and include an
editorial from the Peoria Journal of Jan-
uary 4.

Mr. TOLLEFSON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the Recorp and include an
editorial.

Mr. VAN ZANDT asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the REcorp and include an
article entifled “Naval Air Service Has
Record of No Passenger Fatalities Dur-
ing 1947.”

Mr. RICH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the Ap-
pendix of the REcorp and include an edi-
torial from the Bristol Courier entitled
“The Tariff Issue.”

THE CRIPPLED CAB AND CAA

Mr. BAKEWELL., Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

Mr. BAKEWELL. Mr. Speaker, I no-
ticed in the morning paper that there has
been another air accident near Boston.
Fortunately, no lives were lost, but this
seems to be due to the courage and the
pluck of the passengers and crew. While
we have continuous air crashes in the
United States of America, the Civil Aero-
nautics Board is without a chairman.
The Chairman of the Civil Aeronautics
Authority has offered his resignation.

At a press conference within the last
2 weeks, it was indicated that the ap-
pointing authority did not even realize
that another vacancy existed on the
CAB. And this morning’s papers an-
nounce the resignation of still another
member. Another member of the CAA
has asked for a 4-year leave of absence,
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The CAB is 2 years behind in its docket.
Employee morale is at a very low ebb.
Here we have two of the most responsible
boards that are subject to the appointing
power of the President in a state o’ in-
efficiency and disintegration. The Pres-
ident recently suggested the name of an
Air Forces man to be head of the CAB,
but that was not satisfactory because it
was proposed that he be chairman of a
civilian board but at the same time draw
his Air Force pay as a general of the Air
Forces. The CAB could have come under
the control of the Army Air Force. How
can one man serve two masters?

The situation is one which should re-
ceive prompt attention by the Congress,
for the appointing authority is either
unable or unwilling to designate compe-
tent personnel to insure the carrying cut
of the air safety program. The lives and
safety of the air-traveling public should
no longer be endangered by politics, in-
decision, or callous indifference,

RETIRED RAILROAD EMPLOYEES AND
THEIR SURVIVORS ARE IN TEE FOR-
GOTTEN CLASS

Mr. VAN ZANDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks. -

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. VAN ZANDT. Mr. Speaker, since
the Eightieth Congress convened in Jan-
uary 1947, hours have been consumed
with oratory designed to indoctrinate the
American people with the plight of those
in various parts of the world who have
been victims of the war and, as a resuilt,
deprived of the necessities of life. In
response, this Congress has already ap-
propriated millions of dollars to aid un-
fortunate people in various countries, to
say nothing of billions of dollars appro-
priated by previous Congresses.

‘While these acts of world-wide charity
were being practiced at the direct ex-
pense of the American taxpayers, mil-
lions of our own citizens are in dire and
desperate straits because of their in-
ability to purchase the bare necessities
of life on account of the present high
cost of living, According to the Bureau
of Labor Statistics, the increase in the
cost of living reached an all-time high
of 67.2 percent above the August 1939
level.

Mr. Speaker, in my congressional dis-
trict there are thousands of retired em-
ployees under the Social Security and
Railroad Retirement Acts. These groups
are suffering greatly because of the
meager benefits they are receiving. It
should be remembered that these groups
represent the stalwart citizens of yester-
day, who, by their labor and the pay-
ment of taxes, played such an important
role in building this great Nation.

In the President's recent message on
the state of the Union, he endorsed the
sentiment of many of us in Congress
that the provisions of the Social Security
Act should be liberalized.

It is common knowledge that veterans®
benefits have been increased at two dif-
ferent intervals the past several years.
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There is also legislation pending in Con-
gress to liberalize the benefits to retired
civil-service employees.

A group of retired employees and their
survivors, who are under the provisions
of the Railroad Retirement Act, have
not received adequate increases in bene-
fits. It is true that the Crosser amend-
ments to the Railroad Retirement Act
provided some improvement, but they
do not give an adequate increase in the
face of the present high cost of living.
The cost of the Crosser amendments is
borne by the employer and employee,
whose dual contributions to the railroad-
retirement fund were increased to meet
the liberalization of the existing law.

According to the Railroad Retirement
Board, for the fiscal year 1947 there
were 240,026 persons on the retirement
rolls, whose average monthly benefit was
$61.10. Widows 65 years and over on
the retirement rolls received a monthly
payment of $28.34; widowed mothers
$25.27 monthly; children an average
monthly payment of $15.70 and depend-
ent parents $16.84 monthly.

Recipients of railroad-retirement ben-
efits are in the same plight with retired
employees under the Social Security Act,
since it is evident that the average
monthly benefit of $61.10 to retired rail-
road employees is insufficient to meet
the present cost of living.

With the largest railroad shops in the
world located at Altoona, Pa., in my con-
gressional district, naturally, I am deep-
1y interested in the living conditions of
the retired employees and their survivors.
There is hardly a day in the week that
I do not receive pathetic letters from
retired employees or their survivors in-
forming me of their dire circumstances.

In the hope of providing at least tem-
porary relief, and without increasing the
pay-roll tax on management and em-
ployees now working, I have introduced
H. R. 5000 in Congress to increase pres-
ent benefits under the Railroad Retire-
ment Act by a flat 30 percent. This in-
crease is to remain in effect as long as
the cost of living exceeds the 1935-39
cost-of-living level of 100. As previous-
ly mentioned, the cost-of-living level is
now 167.2 percent, which is 67.2 percent
above the August 1939 level of 100.

It is estimated by the Railroad Retire-
ment Board that the minimum cost per
year will be approximately $72,000,000.
It is the intent of my bill that the nec-
essary money to pay the cost of the pro-
posed increase will be appropriated an-
nually to the railroad-retirement ac-
count from the general funds of the
Treasury of the United States.

The provisions of H. R. 5000 are as
follows:

H. R. 5000
A bill to increase all benefits under the Rail-
road Retirement Act, as amended

Be it enacted, etc., That, effective July 1,
1948, each benefit payable with respect to
any calendar month, or part thereof, under
the pl'O\fllel'l.S of the Railroad Retirement
Act, as amended, shall be increased by 30
percent if the consumers’ price index of the
Bureau of Labor Statistics with respect to

the preceding calendar month exceeded the
1935-39 base of 100.

Sec. 2. The Secretary of Labor shall certify
to the Rallroad Retirement Board on or be-
fore the 10th day of July 1948, and on or
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before the 10th day of each calendar month
thereafter, whether or not the consumers'
price index of the Bureau of Labor Statistics
for the preceding calendar month exceeded
the 1935-39 base of 100. Such certifications
shall be conclusive on the Railroad Retire-
ment Board and for the purposes of judicial
review under section 11 of the Ralilroad Re-
tirement Act, as amended.

SEc. 3. If, pursuant to the provisions of
sections 1 and 2 above, an increase in bene-
fits with respect to any month is required,
the Railroad Retirement Board, after com-
puting the benefits with respect to that
month in accordance with the provisions of
the Railroad Retirement Act, as amended,
shall add to each benefit amount so com-
puted the required increase, and shall cer-
tify each benefit amount as so increased as
the benefit with respect to that month under
the Railroad Retirement Act, as amended.

Sec. 4. If the award made in any calendar
month by the Railroad Retirement Board is
a lump sum payable under section 5 (f) of
the Rallroad Retirement Act, as amended,
and the certification from the Secretary of
Labor, required under section 2 hereof, shows
that the consumers’ price index of the Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics with respect to the
preceding calendar month exceeded the
1935-39 base of 100, the Board shall add to
the lump sum an amount equal to 30 percent
thereof prior to certification.

£ec, 5. In addition to the amounts author-
ized to be appropriated to the railroad re-
tirement account under the provisions of
sections 15 (a) and 4 (n) of the Railroad
Retirement Act, as amended, there is hereby
authorized to be appropriated to the railroad
retirement account from the general funds
in the Treasury of the United States, not
otherwise appropriated, for the fiscal year
1949, and for each fiscal year thereafter, an
amount sufficient to cover the cost of the
increases provided by this act.

YOUR BUSINESS AND MY BUSINESS

Mr, RICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend my re-
marks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, it is my busi-
ness when we pay the President of the
United States $75,000 a year. For the
amount of work he does I question some-
times whether he is getting paid enough
for what he is doing, and for the respon-
sibility he has to assume. But it is not
my business when the House of Commons
of England grants Princess Elizabeth and
Prince Philip a $200,000 a year allowance
just for being Princess and Prince; and
it is not any of my business when they
pay the King $2,000,000 a year. But it is
my business when this country furnishes
the money to pay those salaries. If is
my business when we furnish free the coal
for the people of England when the peo-
ple of England will not mine their own
coal. It is my business when we furnish
free the oil to keep those people warm
when they do not try to get their own oil
and our people run short of oil here at
home. Itismy business when we are now
proposing to spend something like
$17,000,000,000 to take care of a lot of
royalty over there who are getting many
times what they are worth and we have
to pay the hill. It is your business too.
Let us look after our own business here
at home. It was our business when you
gave Britain $4,400,000,000 2 years ago,
and they have spent it to buy up their
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coal mines, their railroads, their public
utilities, creating a socialistic govern-
ment. It was to put them in position to
get on their feet. Now they want billions
more ahd it is my business to see that
they do not get it from my constituents
or any part of it, especially for nothing.
You cannot pay people not to be Com-
munists. If they intend to be commu-
nistic, money will not stop them. The
food we send there for nothihg creates
high prices for food here; the fuel, coal
and oil create high prices for those
things here at home and create a scar-
city. I am not trying to run Britain's
government. I want them to do that.
It is my business to look after America
and the American people and as long as
I am in Congress I will do that. That is
my business, that is your business. Let
us attend to our business and take care
of America. Take care of them now.
Stop giving our resources away. Be wise.
You must economize.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. BUCHANAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the REcorp and include a
statement of the Congress of Industrial
Organizations on the 40-hour week.

Mr. LANE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the Recorp and include a
newspaper item.

Mr. TEAGUE asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the RECORD in two instances
and include a letter and a newspaper
editorial.

Mr. CELLER asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
RECORD.

FAIR LABOR STANDARDS ACT

Mr. BUCHANAN. 'Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my
remarks and include a letter from the
president of the Congress of Industrial
Organizations,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, it is
the conviction of the Congress of In-
dustrial Organizations that any move
toward nullifying or diluting essential
sections of the Fair Labor Standards Act
would not merely hamper our national
effort to increase production but would
serve to discredit our altruistic profes-
sions in respect to legislation implement.
ing the Marshall plan. People abroad
would interpret attacks on the wages-
and-hours law as proof that our Gov-
ernment was more responsive to pres-
sure for increased profits than to pleas
for human needs.

None of the current production diffi-
culties or underutilization of facilities
has anything to do with the necessity
for paying time-and-a-half rates after 40
hours. The basic shortages to be over-
come in carrying through a foreign-aid
program are in such products as steel,
food, fertilizer, freight cars, and power.
Basically, these bottlenecks are due to
the failure of industry to foresee needs
and to expand to meet them.
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Mr. Speaker, the letter from the presi-
dent of the Congress of Industrial Or-
ganizations follows:

Hon, FRANE BUCHANAN,
House Office Building,
~ Washington, D.C.

Dear CoNGRESSMAN BUCHANAN: I am writ-
ing you this letter to express the concern of
the CIO in regard to the current attacks on
the Fair Labor Standards Act. Testimony
offered by employer groups makes it very
evident that an effort is being made to elim-
inate the overtime provisions of the FLSA.
‘We have prepared a brief memorandum, here-
with enclosed, summarizing labor's convic=
tion that this particular sertion of the act,
and indeed the law as a whole, should be
strengthened and not weakened.

In regard to the basic provisions of the
Fair Labor Standards Act, please let me re-
s te our general position:

1. The minimum wage should be raised to
at least 75 cents an hour.

2. There should be no weakening of pres-
ent provisions for the payment of overtime
aiter 40 hours a week at th= rate of one and
a half times the regular rate of pay.

3. Present child laber provisions should
be improved. .

4, Coverage should be extended to certain
additional groups.

American labor performed miracles of pro-
duction during the war while the overtime
and other provisions of this act were in
effect. Through cooperation between man-
agement &nd labor the United States can
similarly produce abundantly to meet home
needs and to aid other less fortunate na-
tions. . The law is sufficlently flexible to meet
any contingency. Current record-breaking
prefits provide ample margin for the wage
provisions,

The basic shortages to be overcome in
carrying through a foreign-ald program are
in such products as steel, fcod, Tertilizer,
freight cars, and power, None of the current
production difficulties or underutilization
of facilities has anything to do with the
necessity for paying time-and-a-half rates
after 40 hours. Baslcally, these bottlenecks
are due to the failure of industry to foresee
needs and to expand to meet them. In De-
cember 1947, there were 1,643,000 unemployed
in this country and a manpower reserve of at
least 4,000,000.

It is our conviction that any move toward
nuliifying or diluting essential sections of
the Fair Labor Standards Act would not
merely hamper our national effort to increase
production, but would serve to discredit our
altruistic professions In respect to legisla-
tion implementing the Marshall plan. Peo-
ple abroad would interpret attacks on the
wage and hour law as proof that our Gov-
ernment was more responsive to pressure
for increased profits than to the pleas for
human needs.

Sincerely yours,
PHILIP MURBRAY,
President.

DETROIT'S NATURAL GAS EHORTAGE

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ack
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and include therein an ex-
cerpt from the record of the proceedings
of the Common Council of the City of
Detroit on Thursday, January 14, 1948,
an editorial appearing in the Detroit
News on January 16, 1948, and an article
that appeared in the Detroit Times on
January 16, 1948, written by James
Inglis, city hall reporter—all of which
pertain to the natural-gas shortage in
the Detroit area—and .to revise and ex-
tend my remarks in the Recorp at this
point.
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The SPEAEER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mich-
igan?

There was no objection.

Mr. LESINSEL Mr. Speaker, it has
been my honor and privilege to represent
the Sixteenth Congressional District of
Michigan since it was originated. The
Sixteenth Congressional District of
Michigan is comprised of two wards on
the west side of the city of Detroit, the
city of Dearborn, and a number of im-
portant communities known as the De-
troit down-river area, which includes
the heavily industrialized city of Wyan-
dotte. This is the largest industrialized
district in the entire world. It includes
the gigantic Ford Motor Co.’s River
Rouge plant and hundreds of other na-
tionally known corporations.

During the wartime, the Detroit area
was referred to as the Arsenal of De-
mocracy. The very heart of the “arse-
nal” is in the Sixteenth Congressional
District, and its importance in produc-
tion in peacetime is equally as vital to
the welfare and security of this Nation
as it was in wartime. We hear from
every side that if inflation is to be licked
and our country is to continue to prosper,
it must be done by production at the
lowest possible cost and in the greatest
volume.

Mr, Speaker, I submit that manage-
ment and labor cannot produce mate-
rials necessary to satisfy the country’s
needs and prevent inflation and do their
full share in maintaining the prosperity
of the country if certain selfish interests
are permitted to strangle the very fuel
supply so essential to accomplish these
ends. The entire Detroit area is con=-
fronted with a fictitious natural gas
shortage brought about by the powerful
and ruthless Michigan Consolidated Gas
Co. This company has recently secured
the approval of the Federal Power Com-
mission to construct a new gas line from
the Texas flelds to Detroit. This new
pipe line, if it is ever constructed, will
cost approximately $136,000,000, which
will be principally paid for by the gas
consumers of the Detroit area. These
gas consumers are not, however, all na-
tionally known corporations—83,000
families in the Detroit area heat their
homes with gas—more thousands of
families are asking for natural gas for
heating purposes, and nearly a half mil-
lion families in the Detroit area are using
natural gas for domestic purposes.

It is the contention of the city of De-
troit that the natural gas shortage is
fictitious in its origin and has been de-
liberately created by the Michigan Con-
solidated Gas Co., the local gas distribu-
tor, as a means of deceiving the publie
into support of its scheme to bring in,
through its holding company, the Ameri-
can Light & Traction Co., a separate and
wholly owned natural gas pipe line
which would serve to link together vari=-
ous gas subsidiary companies in Michi-
gan and Wisconsin which, except for
such pipe-line device, would be severed
from the holding-company structure
through enforcement of the Public Util-
ity Holding Company Act.

It is also the contention of the city of
Detroit that Michigan Consolidated Gas
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Co., as a part of this scheme, is attempt<
ing to deprive the industries of the De-
troit area and the public generally of the
continued use of the existing natural gas
supply brought to Detroit by the Pan-
handle Eastern Pipe Line Co., whose rates
have been greatly reduced and are under
effective Federal regulation, and which
reduced rates also reflect a virtual equity
held by the rate payers in the Panhandle
Eastern system—an equity amounting to
approximately $30,000,000. In its place
Michigan Consolidated would impose
upon the public an absolute monopoly
from the gas well to the burner tip and
thereby deny competitive pipe-line rates,
depriving the public of this benefit.
Michigan Consolidated’s proposed new
pipe-line system will cost in the neigh-
borhoed of $136,000,000. Its proposed
rates are still unknown, but will un-
doubtedly be much higher than the pres-
ent rate, perhaps as high as 35 cents as
compared to present 1814 cents per thou-
sand cubic feet. The Common Council
of the City of Detroit is determined to
prevent this monopolistic imposition of
increased gas costs, and it is my own
opinion that the intervention of Congress
in support of the city of Detroit may be-
come necessary. In the Sixteenth Con-
gressional District, where the existing
Panhandle Eastern system terminates,
my constituents look with urgency to me
for protection.

Mr. Speaker, in order that the Con-
gress be apprised of the attitude of the
common council, as well as the arbitrary
position taken by Michigan Consolidated
Gas Co. against the public interest, I sub-
mit at this point the information you
have permitted me to place in the
RECORD,

[Excerpt from the record of the proceedings
of the Common Council of the City of De-
troit on Thursday, January 15, 1948|
Chairman OAxMaN. How much gas did you

:gg?fmm Panhandle for the Detroit area in
Mr. MoNTGOMERY. Mr. Fink will answer

that; 1946 is probably the best year.

Mr. FINK, 19467 About 43,000,000,000,

President Epwarps. My personal opinion of
this matter is that neither of your companies
is going to be, in the immediate future, In &
position to supply the estimated needs which
you have represented as the sales capacity of
this area alone; that only by continuing to
keep the source of supply that we have, get-
ting an expansion on gas in this area, are
you going to be able to meet it. And it beats
me——

Mr. MONTGOMERY (interposing). That is all
we want,

President Eowarps. Yes; but you don't
want that. You don't want to keep the
source of supply you now have. ¥You want to
keep a portion of it.

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. We want to keep the
amount we took in 1945. Now, we built the
new line——

Councilman Smire (interposing). Is that
the maximum you have ever faken from
them?

Mr. MoNTcomERY. Up until the time of our
hearing before the Federal Power Commis-
slon, when the case started.

Councilman SmrrH. Forty-five.

Mr. MonTGOMERY. Yes; we planned our new
line on that basis, that we could continue to
take—or, I should put it the other way, that
when it came to a question of whether Pan-
handle should be allowed to continue to
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serve in this district, the Federal Power Com=-
mission asked us if we could continue to take
all that Panhandle was giving us. Well, the
last year up to that time was 32,000,000,000,
so0 we said, “Yes, we will take all that we have
been getting.” We have laid all our plans on
that.

Mr. MacUIRE. Who asked you to do that?

Chairman OAKMAN, Now, it seems you are
afraid of an oversupply or overabundance.
Your company is on friendly terms with the
Edison Co., are you not? I mean, you know
the people, you know who they are. You are
the biggest consumer of fuel in the city of
Detroit. Isn't it possible if you were stuck
with too much gas you might sell it to the
Edison Co., you might sell the Edison Co.
some fuel or power?

The city of Detroit buys enormous quan=
tities of fuel. If you had this surplus of nat-
ural gas, the public lighting commission and
the water board are all potential customers.

We know that the Ford Motor Car Co.—
they told us they are wanting 27 billions
alone. And in your own statement, you said
there are 100,000 additional homes and 30
factories, and if you had the gas you would
have 200 more factories screaming for it, and
yet you are afraid here of a little 13,000,000,000
of gas.

Mr. Fing. Mr. Oakman, all of our financ-
ing, all of our SEC records, all of the evidence
we presented there is based on this 32,000,-
000,000. As I mentioned earlier in my dis-
cussion here, to change that figure, as you are
asking us to do, would put serious obstacles
in the way of carrying out the financing as
we are having it approved.

Councilman Nowickl. Mr. Fink, it would
improve your situation, wouldn't it?

Mr. FInx. No.

Councilman Nowickl. Wouldn't 1t improve
your situation?

Mr. Finx. No, \

Chairman OaxmaN. He means he would
probably have to go back and file for a new
application with the SEC.

Councilman Nowickl. It seems to me if
your financing, your construction, your im-
provements, and your extensions were predi-
cated on a minimum supply—or maximum
supply from Panhandle of 32,000,000,000,
and now because of an adjustment in the
source of supply, in the market and ether
causes, you can build up your picture with
an assured stand-by of 45,000,000,000, then
it seems to me your condition is not being
aggravated but being improved, that any ad-
ditional {facilities Michigan Consolidated
might expand on its own would increase or
improve the picture.

I have difficulty following your reasoning,
where you seem to imply the position of
Michigan Consolidated Gas Co. would be
jeopardized if you moved over from your
position to accept 32,000,000,000 and agreed
to accept 45,000,000,000 from Panhandle,
as offered this morning.

Councilman GarrLick. You are right from
the standpoint of the distributing company,
Michigan Consolidated Gas Co., but you are
talking strictly about financing the Michi-
gan pipe line.

Councilman Nowickl I am also thinking
of Mr. Montgomery's very generous estimates
of what this area can absorb. Certainly, if
I understood him correctly, he is thinking
in very optimistic terms, to say the least, as
to what gas consumption in the future will
be.

Councilman SmiTe, As I see it, the limit of
Panhandle Eastern’s capacity is what they
furnished in 1946 or 1945; that they can't
furnish any more than that unless they con-
struct new facilities. It seems to me it is
useless to attempt to take into consideration
what they are undertaking as far as future
facilities, when the Michigan Consolidated
Gas Co. is already prepared to do it.

Mr. MacuiRe. No; that is not correct. We
‘have the capacity to furnish that 125,000,000,
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and we are doing it, and we have furnished
more new facilities, and we have 45,000,000
more capacity than we had in 1945 or 1946.

President Epwarps, Mr. Chairman, per=-
sonally I have got to leave for a radlo broad-
cast that has been set up for a long time,
I would like to sum up where we are at
the present stage of the game and see if
there is any chance of getting any place else,

I would like to ask Mr. Fink once again
whether his company will consider entering
into a contract with the Panhandle Eastern
Co., calling for the delivery of 45,000,000,000
cubic feet of gas per year, or more than that,
in meeting the offer which Panhandle has
made to furnish 45,000,000,000 and more
than that as stated in the first portion of the
meeting.

Chairman OaxmMaN. I think if he agreed
to do that, we would step out as an inter-
vener.,

Mr. FiNK. Not at this time, Mr., Edwards.

President Epwarps. You are not willing
even to consider that?

Mr. Finx. Not at this time. We are will-
ing to sign—well, as a matter of fact, we
signed this contract to take 32,000,000,000.

President Epwarps. Let me ask one other
thing, then—well, Mr. Chairman, the best
we had from the other side of this table is
that the Panhandle Co. would be willing to
consider, they might offer a contract for
as little as 45,000,000,000. Could we ask for
a statement of their position at this time in
relation to that? They offered 45,000,000,000.

Mr. MaGUIRE, Forty-six, I think it was; with
a 90-percent load factor.

Mr. LEE. On the present rate schedule.

Mr. Macuire, Whatever the rate schedule
is at that time; yes.

President EpwaARDS. You are willing to sign
& 15-year contract therefor?

Mr. MAGUIRE. Yes.

Mr. MonNTGOMERY, Not under the present
rate schedule.

Mr. MAGUIRE. Wait a minute. Whatever
the rate schedule is.

President Epwarps. We understand.

Mr. Macuire. You are getting 30 cents for
your gas. Why don’t you talk about what
your rate schedule will be?

President Epwagrps. I think everybody un-
derstands the rate schedule is controlled by
the Commission.

Mr. MacUIRE, We will be glad to do that.
We will be glad to sell that gas at what
Michigan-Wisconsin Pipe Line Co. is going to
charge for that gas, less the depreciated
amount we have in our present system. We
will be glad to do that.

Councilman Nowickl Less the depreciated
amount?

Mr. MAGUIRE. Why, certainly; we would ke
tickled pink. We would be then getting
something like 32 cents for the gas. Tickled
pink. Because that is what you are going
to pay for this,

President EpwaArps., Mr. Chairman, it is my
personal opinion, and I want to state it be-
fore I leave this hearing, that unless Michi-
gan-Wisconsin Pipe Line Co. and Michigan
Consolidated were prepared to tell this coun-
cil that they were willing to contract for the
supply which is now avallable to them
through the existing pipe line now serving
Detroit, that they have little equity in asking
this council to withdraw the city’s interven-
tion in the pending appeal, and I certainly
wouldn't vote for doing so under these cir-
cumstances,

Chairman OAKMAN, Gentlemen, if there is
any opportunity of your getting together be-
tween now and Saturday, I, for one, would be
glad to come down here and meet Saturday
morning, or—tomorrow the president and two
of our other members will be in Washington.

President EpwaArDS, I would like to have
this statement of policy printed in the record,
Mr. Chairman,
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Chairman OAEKMAN, Mr. Maguire, will we
have a copy of the statement you read this
morning?

Mr. MAGUIRE, Yes; you may have it.

Chairman OAEMAN, We would like that for
our record.

Mr. MAGUIRE, Certainly.

President FoOwaRDs, I am sorry, I have to
leave.

(President Edwards then left the council
chambers.)

For clarification of the foregoing it
should be stated that Messrs. Henry
Montgomery and Henry Fink are, re-
spectively, public-relations adviser and
president of Michigan Consolidated Gas
Co. Mr. W. G. Maguire is chairman of
the board of the Panhandle Eastern Pipe
Line Co. I have been informed that Mr,
William G. Woolfolk, chairman of Ameri-
can Light & Traetion Co., which controls
Michigan Consolidated, was also invited
to attend the Detroit Common Council
proceedings, but, for obvious reasons, did
not make his appearance.

[Editorial appearing in the Detroit News
on January 16, 1948]

WHaaAT Is NeepED Is More Gas

The common council made a good try at
solving the gas-shortage problem, and it is
not its fault that the companies vying for
the privilege of bringing natural gas to De-
troit from the Texas flelds refused to agree.

Maybe it is nobody’s fault. There is no
question, however, that the Michigan Con-
solidated Gas Co., which has the franchise
to distribute gas at retalil in Detroit, has put
itself in a regrettable position.

Consolidated refused at the council hear-
ing a firm offer by Panhandle Eastern, its
present supplier of natural gas, to furnish
27,500,000 additional cubic feet daily, begin-
ning a year from now.

Consolidated had its own sound reasons
for refusing. It plans to build its own pipe
line from the Texas fields, claimed to be
capable of completion by 1950,

It has obtalned its go-ahead for the project
from the Federal Power and Securities Com-
missions on the basis of buylng no more of
its requirements from Panhandle than it now
is able to buy from that source.

Panhandle has its own additional pipe-line
facilities under construction or at the plan-
ning stage. Its offer to supply Consolidated
additional gas was made contingent on the
signing of a 15-year contract.

If Consolidated signed, 1t would be pretty
sure of having to delay indefinitely and pos-
sibly abandon its own pipe-line plans. In
that case, Detroit, too, would lose an addi-
tional future source of natural-gas supply.

However, as stated, Consolidated is put in
the position of refusing additional gas when
gas is needed, and that is not, for a public
utility, an enviable position.

The council tried to bring the two com-
panies together on a basls that would give
Detroit both sources of supply.

Detroit rate payers in effect have a $30,-
000,000 equity in Panhandle's pipe line, which
was planned to supply Detroit with an even-
tual 180,000,000 cubic feet of gas dally. If
Consolidated does not take that amount, De-
troit gas consumers will go on paying for a
part of the expanded Panhandle facilities,
while getting no use of them.

There is little doubt that Detroit will need
both the Panhandle facilities and those
planned by Consolidated. 'Apart from the
home-heating demand, a generous supply of
natural gas is vital to the city’s industrial
growth. By 1950, a market almost certainly
will exist for all the gas both companies
would be in a position to supply.

Having tried for a solution and failed, the
council should not give up. The obstacles in
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the way, however valid they may appear to
the rival companies, are at odds with the
common sense of the situation.

The council should continue its effort to
assure Detroit, now and in the future, a ca-
pacity gas supply from both sources.

[Article that appeared in the Detroit Times
on January 16, 1948, written by James In-
glis, city hall reporter]

SEgx Courr BAN oN CONSTRUCTION—CITY
PusHES FIGHT oN SECOND PIPE LINE

Common eouncil will continue to fight the
construction of a second natural-gas pipe line
to Detroit until there is an ironclad guar-
anty that the flow of gas through the present
pipe line continues for at least 18 years.

Assistant Corporation Counsel James H.
Lee will appear in Federal court in Washing-
ton Monday to support a lawsuit seeking to
stop work on the Michigan-Wisconsin pipe
line, now under construction from Kansas
to Michigan.

FIVE-YEAR STALEMATE

Common council failed yesterday in an at-
tempt to break the stalemated negotiations
between the two big utility firms that have
been fighting for more than 5 years over the
Detroit gas market.

W. G. Maguire, chairman of the board of
the Panhandle Eastern Pipeline Co,, Detroit's
present supplier, was summoned from New
York City for a face-to-face showdown with
Henry Fink, president of the Michigan Con=
solidated Gas Co.

After an angry exchange of conflicting
views the session broke up in complete dis-
agreement.

Council President George Edwards in-
formed the two utility chieftains that they
owed it to the people of Detroit to sign a
new 15-year contract starting in 1951 which
would guarantee that gas would continue to
flow through the old pipe line to Detroit in at
least its present volume.

In behalf of the local gas company, Fink
offered to sign up for 82,000,000,000 cubic
feet a year, the amount that Panhandle
furnished Detroit in 1945.

CITY’S DEMAND

Edwards with the tacit support of the other
members, insisted that the city would set-
tle for nothing less than 45,000,000,000 cubie
feet a year, approximately the amount of gas
supplied by Panhandle in 1947.

Panhandle officials, including Edward Bud-
drus, president, and Fred H. Robinson, at-
torney, offered to supply Detroit with any
amount from 45,000,000,000 up to €0,000,-
000,000 cubic feet a year for the 15-year
period after the present contract expires in
1951,

They contended that with the under-
ground storage facilities in central Michigan
this would be sufficient to take care of all of
Detroit’s future needs.

The Panhandle pipe line is being enlarged
at present from a daily capacity of 125,000,-
000 cubic feet to 180,000,000 cubic feet, Pan=-
handle officials sald.

Maguire told the council his company
wanted to use most of this new pipe line ca-
pacity to serve Detroit.

“We don't propose to be used merely as a
stand-by facility for the new Michigan-Wis-
consin pipe line,” he added.

Lee, the city's authority on mnatural gas
matters, provided the clinching argument
which put the council in Panhandle’s corner,

“We have Panhandle under regulation
now,” Lee declared.

“We fought a long, tough rate case from
the Federal Power Commission clear through
the Supreme Court to get the rate for gas at
Detroit reduced to 18'; cents.

“It has meant millions of dollars in sav=
ings to Detroit gas users and will mean mil-
lions more in the years to come.
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“Why should we throw all this away? We
have no guaranty whatsoever what the price
of gas would be from the new pipe line.,”

Maguire charged that the wholesale price
of gas from the new pipe line would be 32
cents instead of the 18!;-cent rate now in
effect.

The new Michigan-Wisconsin pipe line
which will be owned by Michigan Consoli-
dated Gas Co., is actually being constructed
at present. The 1,200-mile line from Kanszas
to Michigan by way of Wisconsin will cost
$105,000,000 and is scheduled for completion
by the end of 1949.

The Federal Power Commission and the
Securities and Exchange Commission have
given their approval. TFhe lawsuit in Wash-
ington is an appeal by Panhandle from the
Federal Power Commission order authoriz-
ing the new line.

Up to this point the city government of
Detroit, largely at the insistence of Lee and
former Corporation Counsel William E. Dow-
ling, has opposed the new line.

Yesterday's common council debate was
the result of an effort by Michigan Consoli-
dated to get the city government to change
its position.

THE OIL SITUATION IN NEW ENGLAND

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

Thera was no objection.

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Speaker, I am
very happy to be able to make a different
kind of a report this morning not only
to the New England delegation but to the
membership of the House as a whole than
those I have had to make in the last few
days. Just before I left my office I re-
ceived a letter from Mr. John R. Steel-
man with reference to the recommenda-
tion as to reconversions from oil to coal
which had been made December 13, 1947,
by a subcommittee of the New England
delegation. I understand a similar let-
ter has been sent to each member of the
subcommittee.

The letter is as follows:

THE WHITE HouUsE,
Washington, January 19, 1948.
The Honorable Joun W. HESELTON,
United States House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

MY DEAR MR. HEseLTON: This is further in
reference to my letter of December 19 regard-
ing the investigations being undertaken in
connection with possible conversion from oil
to coal in Government buildings.

The Federal Works Agency, which is con-
ducting this investigation, has sent me an
interim report, and I attach copy hereto for
your information. Their final report should
be available to us shortly after January 22,

I have inquired of the Department of the
Army regarding the two conversions from
coal to oil reported by Mr. Drew Pearson, con-
cerning which you inquired in your letter of
January 13. I am advised that the conver=
sion at Fort Myer, Va., was planned and con=
tracted for, but has been stopped by the De-
partment of the Army since the fuel-oil short-
age became evident. Stewart Fleld, N. Y., is
under the United States Military Academy,
West Point, and information regarding ac-
tivities at this field is not immediately avail=
able. However, on December 6 the Depart-
ment of the Army issued a similar stop order
on all such conversions, except on specific
approval. They are inquiring as to the cur-
rent status of this reported conversion, and
I will write to you again as soon as I have
full information.

Sincerely,
JoHN R. STEELMAN,
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I also insert the letters of J. W. Follin,
Assistant Administrator, Federal Works
Agency, to Mr. Steelman, January 13,
1948 and January 16, 1948, and of Acting
Secretary of the Navy to General Flem-
ing, January 9, 1948:

FEDERAL WORKS AGENCY,
Washington, January 13, 1948.
Hon. JouN R. STEELMAN, 3
Assistant to the President,
The White House, Washington, D. C.

My DeaR DR. STEELMAN: Reference is made
to my letter of December 31 which reported
to you the holding of a meeting in this office
on the subject of possible conversion of oil-
burning plants in the Government buildings
to the use of coal, pursuant to your request
of December 19.

In my letter I advised that we had re=-
quested an interim report by January 8 from
the various Government agencies represented
at the meeting advising of their accomplish-
ments in surveying the various buildings
under their supervision to determine the
possibilities of making such conversions.

‘We have received responses from a number
of the departments and agencles which con=-
vey the results of their studies to date and
report their actions in eircularizing their field
offices to secure the desired information.
These preliminary reports indicate that in
locations where it 1s practicable to convert
from ofil to coal this work would require from
2 months upward. This would indicate that
in hardly any case would it be possible to
convert a plant in sufficient time to affect
any appreciable saving this year. However,
if, as forecast by Mr. Max Ball at our meeting,
the present shortage should continue for a
periocd of 5 years, it would appear that those
conversions deemed advisable could be com=
pleted before the next heating season.

Our preliminary reports bear out also the
points made in my letter that a great ma-
jority of Government buildings are already
heated by coal; also that the cost of making
conversions from oil to the use of coal would
be very considerable, and that in the case of
such changes it would be necessary to con=-
sider the employment of firemen to operate
the plants, which would entail still more
expense,

Eeing provided at this time with incom-
plete returns, we will defer the making of
any recommendations as to the general pol-
icy to be followed and will summarize all of
the information and make such recommen=
dations as appear reasonable after receipt of
the remainder of the reports on January 22,

Sincerely yours,
J. W. FoLLIN,
Assistant Administrator.

FEDpERAL WORKS AGENCY,
Washington, January 16, 1948.
Hon. JoHN R. STEELMAN,
Assistant to the President,
The White House, Washington, D. C.

My DEAr MER. STEELMAN: Reference is made
to my letter of January 13 which advised you
of the contents of interim reports received
from the various Government agencies in
connection with their survey of their build-
ing operations throughout the country to
determine the practicability of converting
buildings now heatec with oil to the use of
coal.

Since that date I have recelved a letter
from the Office of the Secretary of the Navy
which reports their ability to save substantial
amounts of fuel oil without delay or cost
since the plants involved are at present
equipped to burn oil or coal without modifi-
cation. I am sending you a copy of this let-
ter since I belleve it will be of interest to you
and without waiting for a final report as of
January 22,

After receiving all of the reports from the
departments, we will submit the summary
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of the data contained for your information
along with any recommendations which may
appear appropriate.
Bincerely,
J. W. FoLuIN,
Assistant Administrator.
January 9, 1948.
Gen. PaHILIP B. FLEMING,
Administrator, Federal Works Agency.

My DEArR GENERAL FreminG: The Navy De-

ent was represented at the conference
held December 30, 1947, in the Federal Works
Agency on the subject of converting from
fuel oil to coal in Government buildings,
both In Washington and in the field. All
agencies represented at the conference were
requested to conduct surveys and to submit
reports to the Administrator of the Federal
Works Agency of reductions in fuel-cil con-
sumption possible within available appro-
priations.

The information required for the report
desired is available in the Navy Department
obviating the necessity of conducting a sur-
vey of field activities. The Navy Department
has taken positive steps as a routine pro-
cedure to conserve all utilities including fuel
oll, directly and indirectly. Reports received
from the field indicate the fuel-conservation
program is being administered effectively
through special attention to temperature
control and avoiding wasteful practices. It
is believed this program has no effect on the
present fuel-oil situation, since the conser-
vation of all utilities is the continuing objec-
tive of the Department as a matter of econ=
omy without regard to availability of fuel.

A substantial reduction in the present rate
of fuel-oil consumption can be made by the
Navy Department at certain shore establish-
ments presently equipped to burn either
fuel oil or pulverized coal. The activities
and the estimated guantities of coal and fuel
oil involved in this category are listed
below:

Annual | Equivalent
consump- | consump-
Field activity tion, tion, hi-
bunker C | tuminous
fuel oll coal
Norfolk navalshipyard, Ports- Bnrrela Tons
mouth, Va. =L 135, 000
Naval 8fation, Norfolk, Va.__ . 510,000 140, 000
Naval Air Station, Quonset
o T A —— 210, 000 48, 000
Boston Naval Shipyard An-
nex, South Boston, Mass____ 10, 000 2,300
1, 420, 000 825, 300

The change can be accomplished as soon as
adequate coal supplies are provided, and
should result in a substantial reduction in
fuel-oil consumption during the current
heating season,

Further reduction in the consumption of
fuel oil in succeeding years would result if
certain facilities presently eguipped to burn
only fuel oll were equipped to burn also pul-
verized coal or gas. Funds are not presently
avallable for projects in this category.

Bincerely yours,
W. JoaN EENNEY,
Acting Secretlary of the Navy.

Obviously, the most constructive and
most encouraging development is the
action of the Navy Department. ¥You will
note the estimated annual saving of
bunker C fuel oil of 1,420,000 barrels.
The conservation of more than 118,000
barrels of this type of oil monthly at
these four installations will help. Too,
the release of tanker space should be
helpful.

I call your attention particularly to
the sentence:

‘The change can be accomplished as soon as
adequate coal supplies are provided and
should result in a substantial reduction in
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fuel-oil consumption during the current
heating season.

This, following the Navy’s attempt to
help by saving from its stocks at Melville,
R. 1, is a shining example for other Gov-
ernment departments and agencies.

Next, in terms of encouragement, is the
news in Mr. Steelman’s letter that the
plans and contracts for conversion to
fuel oil at Fort Myer, Va., has been
stopped by the Department of the Army,
“since the fuel shortage became evident.”
While the date of the order is not clear,
it is only indirectly a matter of concern.
The important thing is that an unknown
amount of fuel oil has been saved by this
action. The further report on the cur-
rent status of the conversion to oil
planned for Stewart Field, N. Y., will be
welcome. And it is good news that the
Department of the Army issued a similar
stop order on all such conversions, “ex-
cept on specific approval.” Of course,
the question arises why the Army has
taken only the limited step cof stopping
conversions to oil, with possible excep-
tions, when the Navy has been able to go
so much further and convert existing
oil heating installations to coal.

However, the action of both these De-
partments stand out in marked contrast
to the many doubtful reasons given by
other departments and agencies for their
inability to help. Obviously, no buildings
now being heated by coal are of impor-
tance. But it is certainly debatable as to
whether the cost of converting from oil
to coal or of employing a few firemen
can be weighed against the shortage of
fuel oil in parts of this country and be
held by any reasonable person to be of
any validity. The existing cost of trying
to meet this emergency upon individual
citizens and upon States, counties, and
municipalities would far outrun the cost
to the Federal Government for its efforts.
The Navy is not bringing up that sort of
specious objection. The Army is not. It
will certainly be entrusted to the people
who have been cold, are cold now, and
may be cold throughout this winter to
know all the facts. Isit beyond reason to
ask the heads of those agencies and de-
partments to reexamine the facts on both
sides of this problem and try to take a
little more interest in the individual citi-
zen? Maybe they could even find a way
to save a few dollars in their terrific
budgets to absorb the costs they parade
as excuses for not wanting to act.

Mr. Follin’s doubt as to the feasibility
of action because of the time element is
answered by his own reference to Mr.
Ball's forecast of a shortage for 5 years.
May I point out that our telegram to the
President was sent on December 13. This
is January 21. Apparently, if prompt ac-
tion had been taken some conversions
could have been completed by the middle
of next month. We have cold winters in
parts of this country which do not end
until April. If we have continued sub-
normal temperatures in New England
until then we are not going to be very
grateful to those agencies who could have
helped us by converting by mid-February
and thereby lent us & hand to get by until
spring up our way.

But most important 1s the possibility
of a 5-year shortage. You all recall Sec-
retary Forrestal’s testimony Monday on
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this problem. I hope the reluctant drag-
ons who head these agencies will read
his testimony and that they will follow
the example of the Navy and Army in
filing their final reports tomorrow. It is
not too late yet.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. REES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that today, following any
special orders heretofore entered, I may
be permitted to address the House for 10
minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO FILE REPORT

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to have
until midnight tonight to file a report.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

REDUCING THE PUBLIC DEBT

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to address the House for
1 minute.

. The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, every hon-
est citizen of this country recognizes the
necessity of paying his debts, even when
it hurts. Every citizen knows it is much
easier to pay his debts while his income
is high. Some people find it hard to un-
derstand that it is just as necessary for
a government to pay its debts as it is for
an individual to do so, and that it is
equally desirable that payments be made
while income is high. Actually in the
case of a government there is not only
the pressure of honesty and of mainte-
nance of credit but there is the not too
widely understood fact that the exist-
ence of a large public debt tends to de-
stroy the value of money and to increase
the cost of living. The use of tax money
to pay the public debt during periods of
high income is one of the most effective
deflationary devices.

Most Members of this House will agree
that we should make substantial reduc-
tions in our public debt while incomes are
high. Many Members recognize the in-
flationary effect of drastic tax cuts, but
say that it is impossible to give any as-
surance that the debt will be reduced
even if taxes are kept high. They feel
that as a body we would succumb to the
same temptation to spend that assails
many individuals who have cash on hand.
I fear that there is much justification
for this attitude.

The President has estimated that we
will have something in excess of $7,000,-
000,000 surplus at the end of the next
fiscal year should we retain our present
tax income and appropriate in keeping
with his suggested budget. Ihave,there-
fore, introduced a bill to appropriate the
$7,000,000,000 to the payment of the
public debt.

If we will do this now at the beginning
of the session, we can assure ourselves
and the.people that the debt will be re-
duced. Should we refuse, I fear we may
succumb to the temptation to court po-
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litical support through the promise of
excessive tax reduction at the expense of
debt retirement. If we are sincere about
wanting to pay the debt, let us begin
paying it.

EXTENSION OF REMARKES

Mr, JONES of Alabama asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Recorp and include an editorial
appearing in the Huntsville Times en-
titled “Tax Reduction Not Everything.”

AMENDING PHILIPPINE REHABILITATION
ACT OF 1946

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (S. 1020)
to amend the Philippine Rehabilitation
Act of 1946, as amended, and ask unani-
mous consent that the statement of the
managers on the part of the House be
read in lieu of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement
are as follows:

CONFERENCE REFORT

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the House to the bill (S. 1020)
entitled “An act to amend the Philippine Re-
habilitation Act of 1946, as amended", hav-
ing met, after full and free conference, have
agreed to recommend and do recommend to
their respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its disagree- !

ment to the amendment of the House and
agree to the same with an amendment as fol-
lows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the House amendment insert the
following:
““$12,000,000"; and the House agree to the
same,
JoHN M. VoRrYs,
‘WaALTER H. JUnDp,
JaMes G. FULTON,
Jas, P. RICHARDS,
Mixe MANSFIELD,
Managers on the Part of the House,
HucH BUTLER,
SHERIDAN DOWNEY,
ERNEST W. MCFARLAND,
GEO. W. MALONE,
Manugers on the Part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at
the conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendment of the
House to the bill (S. 1020) entitled “An Act
to amend the Philippine Rehabilitation Act
of 1946, as amended”, submit the following
statement in explanation of the effect of the
action agreed upon by the conferees and rec-
ommended in the accompanying conference
report:

The House amendment reduced the sum
available to pay the expenses of the Philip-
pine War Damage Commission from $16,-
000,000 to 8,400,000, The committee of con-
ference recommends that the Senate recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the House, with an amendment increasing
the amount to $12,000,000, and that the House
agree to the same. This increase is one of
allocation only, and does not increase the
total authorization of £400,000,000 already
provided by law for settling Philippine war
damage claims,

Jouxn M. VorYs,

‘WavrTteER H. JUDD,

James G, FULToN,

Jas. P. RICHARDS,

MixkEe MANSFIELD,
Managers on the Parl of the House.
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Mr. VORYS. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the conference re-
port,

The previous question was ordered.

The conference report was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that today, follow-
ing any special orders heretofore entered,
I may be permitted to address the House
for 10 minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. JENSEN. Mr, Speaker, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Obviously a quorum
is not present.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I move
a call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 2]
Barden Gary Morgan
Bland Gavin Morrison
Bloom Granger Nicholson
Boggs, La. Harrison Nixon
Buckley Hart Norton
Bulwinkle Hartley Passman
Byrne, N. ¥, Hébert Pieifer
Byrnes, Wis. Heffernan FPhilbin
Cannon Hendricks Potter
Chapman Hinshaw Powell
Chiperfield Horan Reed,
Clark Jenkins, Pa. Rivers
Clippinger Jones, N. C. Rooney
Coudert Judd Sasscer
Cox Kee Scoblick
Cravens Kefauver Scott, Hardie
Davis, Wis. Kennedy Shafer
Dawson, II1, Kilday Short
Dirksen Lemke Stratton
Domengeaux Ludlow Thomas, N. J.
Dorn McMillen, IlI.  Vail
Douglas Marcantonio  West
Fellows Mathews Wigglesworth
Foote Merrow
Fulton Miller, Calif.

The SPEAKER. On this roll call, 357
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
cee#ngs under the call were dispensed
with.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. LEWIS asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include a newspaper article,

Mr. KEATING asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
RECORD. :

Mr. KLEIN asked and was given per=-
mission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include a resolution and an
editorial.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. KELEIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that on tomorrow, at the
conclusion of the legislative program of
the day and following any special orders
heretofore entered, I may be permitted to
address the House for 30 minutes,

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.
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AMENDING CERTAIN PROVISIONS OF THE
RECLAMATION PROJECT ACT OF 1939

Mr. ROCKWELL. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 2873) to
amend certain provisions of the Recla-
mation Project Act of 1939,

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H. R. 2873, with Mr.
DonpEero in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee rose on yesterday, January 20, the
Clerk had read the first section of the
committee amendment.

Are there any amendments to the first
section of the bill?

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. JENsEN: On
page 6, strike out line 11 to the word “new"™
in line 25 and insert the word “A" before
the word “new” in line 25,

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, the pur-
pose of my amendment I am sure is very
clear to those who have read this section
of the bill. Section 9 of the Reclamation
Act of 1939, in the opinion of many who
are closely associated with and have deal-
ings with the Interior Department, gives
the Secretary of the Interior more power
than any man in Government should
have. This section which I propose to
strike out by my amendment gives the
Secretary additional power, if not in spe-
cific wording in that section at least by
inference.

Starting in line 23, here are some words
I should like to read: “shall be deemed
authorized and may be undertaken by
the Secretary.”

This means that any project would be
authorized if the Secretary felt that it
should be authorized and, by the simple
fact that he says it is authorized, it has
the effect of law, and circumvents the
prerogatives of the Congress of the
United States.

I call your attention to the faét that
right now in the files of the Interior
Department you can find several hun-
dred projects which they hope to have
authorized, amounting to some $6,000,-
000,000,

If this section remains in the bill, I
am thoroughly convinced that all the
Secretary of the Interior would have to
do would be to say, “I am in favor of
those projects, and I recommend that
they be authorized.” Then the folks who
are interested in these projects would feel
that they were authorized because the
word would go out that the Sescretary’s
word was equal to an authorization, and
then they would pour it on Congress to
appropriate money to build those proj-
ects. I think that is too much power to
give any man.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JENSEN. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. The provision to
which the gentleman has referred, as is
shown by the report on page 5, is word

Chairman,
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for word the language now contained in
existing law. Therefore, this bill does
not give the Secretary any more power
than he now has under existing law. The
effect of the gentleman’s amendment
would be to restrict considerably the
powers now given to the Secretary of the
Interior. :

Mr. JENSEN. If that were the case,
then I certainly believe that this amend-
ment is justified. If it would restrict the
Secretary in the authority that he has
under section 9 of the Reclamation Act
of 1939, then I certainly believe that this
amendment is justified.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amenfid-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Iowa is one of
several that will be presented to the com-
mittee for their consideration. I would
like to point out that the Subcommittee
on Irrigation and Reclamation of the
Committee on Public Lands has been con-
sidering this legislation for at least 3
years. I have been a member of the
committee now going on 6 years. The
committee has for at least 3 years care-
fully considered legislation which might
clarify and set up a yardstick not only for
reclamation projects, but for the develop-
ment of electrical energy. The amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Towa does in his opinion restrict the
Department of the Interior. I think if
you read the report on page 5, which is
available to you, you will find that there
are very few changes from the existing
law. There are a few minor changes.
But the thing that I would like to point
out to the committee is that the bill
as presented to you today represents the
composite judgment, of all groups inter-
ested in reclamation development. It
has had careful, complete study—the
judgment of the committee presenting
this bill to you ought to have careful
consideration. This is a technical bill.
It is difficult to understand. We have
had to compromise in the committee and
have had to compromise with the people
out in the field. It does clarify, for in-
stance, the Solicitor’s opinion which was
handed down in June 1944. The opin-
ion was not pleasant to any of us. We
did not like it. Yet the Department of
the Interior had to follow the Solicitor’s
opinion until changed by Congress. It
clarifies the Solicitor’s opinion. The bill
sets up new yardsticks for reclamation
projects. Many of the present projects
would not be feasible unless a new, more
flexible yardstick be established.

In my opinion that should have con-
siderable weight with the committee.
The yardstick that is set up ought to
be a little more fiexible today than it
was 20 years ago.

Money appropriated for irrigation is
paid back, without interest, and money
for electrical-power projects is paid back
with interest. This brings new wealth to
the United States. This bill affects the
17 Western States. There is a shortage
of electricity in those States. Remem-
ber this money is paid back to the Treas-
ury of the United States with interest.

The bill does spell out and settle some
long-standing conflicts over the applica-
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tion of the interest rates on power invest-
ment. This has been needed, and I
think the gentleman from Iowa, who is
a member of the Committee on Appropri-
ations, has been disturbed from time to
time as to how the interest rates are be-
ing applied to these power projects.

Mr, JENSEN. Mg, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska.
not to yield at this point.

Mr. JENSEN. I just wanted to say
that I am in perfect harmony with that
section of the bill that recaptures the
interest component.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I am glad
the gentleman is in harmony with that
part of the bill

There is another section of the bill
that sets up a longer period—178 years, or
the life of the project. That sounds like
a long time, but it is not a serious thing.
I would also point out to you who are
objecting to this type of legislation that
the last section of the bill sets up a pro-
vision that does not alter or amend or
modify in any way the provisions of the
act of December 22, 1944, which was the
O’Mahoney-Millikin Act, which this
Congress adopted. The committee
should be supported and this bill adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr, MIiLLER]
has expired.

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the amendment. I

I prefer

want to read the section of the bill that

this amendment will strike out, so that
those who have any doubts about the
authority that the Secretary of the In-
terior now has under the present Rec-
lamation Act may understand what this
amendment would do to correct that.
The section that this amendment strikes
out begins on line 11, page 6, and reads
as follows:

If the proposed construction is found by
the Secretary to have engineering feasibility
and if the repayable and returnable alloca-
tions to firrigation, power, and municipal
water supply or other miscellaneous pur-
poses found by the Secretary to be proper

t to subdivisions (3), (4), (5), and
(8) hereof, together with any allocation to
flood control or navigation made under sub-
section (b) of this section, and together with
any allocation made pursuant to subdivision
(7) hereof, which shall be nonreimbursable
and nonreturnable, equal the total estimated
cost of construction as determined by the
Secretary, then the new project, new divi-
sion of a project, or supplemental works on
a project, covered by his findings, shall be
deemed authorized and may be undertaken
by the Secretary.

Evidently that is a repetition of what
is now in the 1939 Reclamation Act as
far as authority is concerned. This
amendment amends that out and gives
to the Congress the power to determine
whether these projects shall be feasible
and shall be initiated.

In my opinion, the original act should
be amended. The authority was too ex-
tensive and if we are attempting to re-
duce bureaucratic authority in the Gov-
ernment of the United States, here is
an opportunity to do it. I do not want
to appear in any way to be opposed to
the extension of reclamation or to the
extension of hydroelectric power, or to
the development of the national re-
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sources of the Nation. I certainly do
not want to usurp the authority that
Congress is supposed to have and turn it
over to the head of a Department who
may very justifiably and very conscien-
tiously, and in many instances do a good
job, but nevertheless the people of the
United States would like for us to do
that job and not give it to the head of
any department.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr, Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McDONOUGH. I yield.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. This would en-
large the scope of the bill. Does not the
gentleman believe that if that were to
be done it should be submitted to the
committee and the committee consider
it, and the gentleman should appear be-
fore the committee asking to broaden
the scope of this bill? I do not think
that should be done on the floor on such
brief consideration as we can give it on
the floor.

Mr. McDONOUGH. I do not agree
with the gentleman from New Mexico on
that theory for the reason that certainly
the Members of Congress can understand
if the language is as plain as it is in this
section and the amendment proposes to
remove that section of the bill, the Mem-
bers can understand that our authority
is being taken out of our hands and has
been out of our hands for a long time,
since the 1939 Reclamation Act, and
given to the Secretary of the Interior.

The people send us here. They want
and expect us to decide whether or nof
projects are feasible or not feasible and
whether they should be undertaken.

I do not quarrel with that section of
the bill which leaves authority with the
Secretary as to the 3-percent interest al-
location for new projects under the
Solicitor General's opinion; I agree with
that. It has been reduced to one-half
of 1 percent and fo a 21%-percent interest
rate. That is fine; but I certainly do not
think we should leave the authority that
the Secretary of the Interior has under
the Reclamation Act in this bill. Here
is an opportunity in the House to reduce
that authority and bring it back to the
Congress of the United States.

Mr. MILLER of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McDONOUGH. I yield.

Mr. MILLER of Connecticut. I am not
an expert on reclamation and irrigation
projects, but it seems to me there is quite
a similarity between reclamation works
and the river and harbors works and
flood-control projects. They have to
come to Congress for authorization for
flood-control projects and river and
harbor projects. Why should not recla-
mati",on projects be handled in the same
way

Mr. McDONOUGH. By all means
they should be. We should follow nor-
mal procedure that is followed in these
other categories and let committees of
Congress and the Congress itself decide
the feasibility of projects.

Mr. MILLER of Connecticut. We
have the Board of Army Engineers in
whom we have great confidence and cer-
tain funds are turned over to them each
year for river and harbor projects.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California has expired.
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Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to this
amendment. The gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. McDonouGH] made the state-
ment that this provision of law has been
in effect since 1939. I believe he is mis-
taken, as I am informed this provision
has been an existing law for 22 years. I
see no reason why it should be repealed
at this time. The Congress has several
checks on the discretionary power that is
lodged with the Secretary of the Interior.
The Secretary has exercised that discre-
tion very well for the last 22 years. The
gentleman from Iowa [Mr, JENSEN] can
finally determine if the power has been
exercised correctly. He is the one man
in this Congress who has more power and
authority than the Secretary of the In-
terior himself, because after the Secre-
tary of the Interior makes an exhaustive
study and determines that the project
comes within the formula as set forth
by the Congress then he must come to
the Appropriations Committee and re-
port that the project is sound and feasible
and that it will pay out under the pro-
visions of law as outlined by the Congress
itself, and therefore request the money
to build the project. Then is when the
Appropriations Committee of this House
may interrogate the Secretary of the In-
terior and it can turn down the project
if it so determines.

What is the effect of the amendment?
The amendment changes the whole pro-
cedure that Congress has adopted and
approved since 1926, and says that the
Secretary of the Interior and the Rep-
resentatives from the West must get au-
thorization from the Congress for every
project that is proposed. That will be
such a cumbersome undertaking that it
will make it difficult if not impossible to
authorize these projects.

Mr. JENSEN. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BARRETT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. JENSEN. This amendment takes
nothing away from the weight and effect
of the present law, specifically referring
to section 9 of the Reclamation Act. It
leaves that intact but simply provides
and assures us that no additional au-
thorization and power will be given to
the Secretary of the Interior to authorize
more projects.

Mr. BARRETT. I am very much
afraid that the gentleman is entirely mis-
taken because existing law provides for
all of the elements that are outlined on
page 6, from line 11 to the bottom of
the page. That is in existing law at the
present time and you are repealing it.

Mr. JENSEN. Even if it does take
some pewer away from the Secretary of
the Interior it is right and proper that
that be done and the gentleman should
not worry ahout that for a minute.

Mr. BARRETT. That is where we
differ. The gentleman says in the first
instance it takes away no power. Isay it
takes the entire power away from him. I
say that the Congress of the United
States for the last 22 years has adopted
a different policy and it has followed
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it with approval. The Appropriations
Committee has appropriated for these
projects year after year; it has worked
successfully, and I can see no good reason
why we should change it at this time.

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BARRETT. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr, ELLIOTT. If we had this same
kind of amendment in effect to take
power away from the Secretary of the
Interior, we could have taken care of the
gentleman’s Jackson Hole Monument.
Does he remember that?

Mr. BARRETT. The Jackson Hole
Monument was an outrageous abuse of
the discretion delegated to the Executive,
and the Congress so determined when it
repealed the order creating the monu-
ment.

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BARRETT. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. McDONOUGH. Would the gen-
tleman agree that if this power is
granted to the Secretary of the Interior
the same power should be granted, we
will say, to the Secretary of National
Defense in the Cabinet, if he thinks it
proper, to determine the feasibility of
putting any particular project he wanted
in the United States into effect without
coming to the Congress? Does the
gentleman think that would be proper?

Mr. BARRETT. The Congress of the
United States since the early days has
taken the position it cannot carry on all
the clerical work of the Government.
The Constitution of the United States
says that the Congress alone shall coin
money, for instance, but of course the
Congress doesn't actually print the bills.
It leaves that work to others.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
genileman from Wyoming has expired.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer a substitute for the pending
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Substitute amendment offered by Mr.
Harness of Indiana to the amendment of=-
fered by Mr, JENSEN: On page 4, line 15, to
page 7, line 15, delete all and substitute “Sec-
tion 9 (a) of the Reclamation Act of 1939 is
hereby repealed.”

The CHAIRMAN. I will say to the
gentleman from Indiana that is not a
substitute for the Jensen amendment.
The Jensen amendment applied only to
the section at the bottom of page 6 of
the bill.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. It is the
same section that I am striking out by
my amendment.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, I make a point of order
against the substitute amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
may offer his amendment after the
Jensen amendment is disposed of.

Mr. HARNESS of
Chairman, a parliamentary inauiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
will state it.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, the Jensen amendment proposes to
strike out, beginning on page 6, line 11, all

Chairman,
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of that section down to line 25 and add
the word “a.” My amendment strikes out
that same section and also provides for
the repeal of the same section which is
in the 1939 act.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair must
hold that the amendment is not germane
to the Jensen amendment. The gentle-
man's amendment can be offered after
the Jensen amendment is disposed of.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Mr.
Chairman, a further parliamentary in-
quiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The
will state it.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana, May I
offer this as an amendment to the Jen-
sen amendment?

The CHAIRMAN. That is the same
thing in other language.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana.
posed it as a substitute.

The CHAIRMAN. I wil say to the
gentleman that he will have an oppor-
tunity to offer his amendment after the
Jensen amendment is disposed of.

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last two words.

Mr. Chairman, I think the gentleman
from Indiana has placed his finger on
what is really happening before this
body. He wants to repeal all of section
9-A, Now, the point that the gentleman
from Wyoming [Mr. BARRETT] makes is
that this law has been in effect 22 years.
The repeal of that law is not the real is-
sue before this Committee. We are talk-
ing about other things, but in order to
draft this legislation we have incorpo-
rated in this bill a part of an act that has
been in existence for 22 years. The gen-
tleman from Iowa [Mr. JENSEN] now
comes before this body and moves to
strike out a section of the law that has
been in existence for 22 years, and the
gentleman from New Mexico [Mr. FEr-
NaNDEZ] says, “Give the commitiee a
chance to pass upon that.”

I say to the Members here that that
is not the real issue; that is not the real
reason that this bill comes from the
Public Lands Committee, and if the gen-
tleman from Iowa [Mr. JENSEN], or any
other Member of this body, wants to
bring this issue up in a separate piece of
legislation, then it ought to come before
our committee, and we ought to have an
opportunity to examine and to call wit-
nesses in, and then we can debate that
issue as to whether or not we are going
to modify the existing reclamation law.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr., CARROLL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. This sec-
tion that the gentleman from Iowa pro-
poses to strike is substantially the same
wording as section 9-A of the 1939 act,
is it not?

Mr. CARROLL. That is right.

Mr, JENSEN. Now, the 1939 act is
the one that gives the Secretary the
power and the authority to enlarge ex-
isting authorized programs or modify
them, and it gives him the right to insti-
gate new ‘ones. It is a complete de-
parture from every other procedure we

gentleman
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have in our system of government, such
as the War Department on fiocod control,
where we authorize the engineers to
make a report as to its feasibility, and
then authorize the project.

Mr. CARROLL. I think the gentle-
man from Indiana will find, as expressed
by the gentleman from Wyoming [Mr.
BarrerT] that this has been the existing
practice for approximately 22 years.
This is a delegation in a sense, to the
Secretary of the Interior, to examine the
economic feasibility of various projects
and then to make a determination and
authorization which, as the gentleman
from Wyoming said, has been the prac-
tice for 22 years, without any great bur-
den on the Congress, without any great
burden on the Committee on Appropria-
tions. Now, actually Congress retains
the purse strings. Congress retains the
controls, because Congress must appro-
priate the money.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield further?

Mr. CARROLL. Yes.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Does the
gentleman agree with the policy where
an agent of the executive department
may agree upon a certain project, deem
it to be feasible and, in a measure, start
upon that project before the Congress
has ever authorized it?

Mr. CARROLL. It is entirely de-
pendent, in my judegment, when you talk
about economic feasibility, upon whether
or not that project can pay its way out.
If it can pay its way out—and the Secre-
tary must be considering all the time
what the Committee on Appropriations
will do, too—then he makes that author-
ization. If it does not pay its way out
he cannot make the authorization, and
you-have a double check when it comes
hefore the Congress.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. I would
like to say this, that I am one of the
friends of reclamation and irrigation. I
am heartily in accord with the program,
but I am unalterably opposed to delegat-
ing the power of Congress to a bureau
chief or to the Secretary of the Interior,
who may obligate the Congress before
he has been authorized to do so.

Mr. CARROLL. Will the gentleman
agree with me that if we are going to
debate the issue, we ought to do it when
it is germane? We ought to have a piece
of legislation before a committee. Then
we can call in witnesses and explore that
particular issue. You may have an im-
portant point, but it is not the chief issue
under consideration in this bill.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentieman yield?

Mr. CARROLL. I yield to the gentle-
man from South Dakota.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I think
it should be perfectly well understood by
the House that even if the Secretary
made a finding of feasibility he could not
_obligate any funds, All he could do
would be to present estimates to Con-
gress, There would be no funds avail-
able until appropriations had been
made.

Mr., CARROLL., Exactly. "

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word.
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Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield briefly?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Iyield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, when
members of the Committee on Public
Lands take the floor in behalf of this
bill, which was reported unanimously
by the committee, they should not be in-
terrupted to the degree that nearly their
whole 5 minutes is occupied by the oppo-
nents of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair may say
to the gentleman that that is entirely
in the control of the gentleman who has
the fioor.

.Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, if T may have the attention
of the chairman of the Committee on
Public Lands, yesterday I asked a ques-
tion but unfortunately there was not time
to get the answer. The guestion I asked
yesterday I should like to ask again now
for the purpose of the record. I address
it to the chairman of the committee re-
porting the bill. Does the phrase “esti-
mated cost of construction,” which is in
subparagraph 2 at the top of page 5, con-
template and mean that the estimated
costs of the proposed construction will in-
clude the liguidation of dameges result-
ing from the construction and the relo-
cations, alterations, and replacements in-
cident to or required by the proposed con-
struction?

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, the
Committee on Public Lands met this
morning. The gentleman from South
Dakota [Mr. Case] appeared before the
committee. The committee is of the
unanimous opinion that it is the intent
of the language used that the Secretary
shall include all of the costs in making
his report on the proposed construction.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I thank
the chairman for that statement.

With respect to the issue which has
been under debate under this pending
amendment, the point I raise is of course
important to that because it bears upon
what the estimated cost would be.

Now, then, with respect to the issue
here. The record should be clear that
if the Secretary makes a finding of feasi-
hility, he cannot then go out and obli-
gate funds on the basis of that. All he
gets authority to do is to submit esti-
mates to the Congress. Not until appro-
priations have been made can he obligate
funds. So the decision rests in the hands
of Congress as to whether or not you want
to take up any project even though a
finding of feasibility has been made.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield to
the gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Does not
the gentleman know that under that au-
thority the Secretary may go so far with
the project that the Congress then is ch-
ligated to make the authorization and
the appropriation?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. No; I
do not know that at all, because he does
not have a dollar to spend on it.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. In other
words, it is taken out of the hands of
the Congress.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. No; it is
not taken out of the hands of the Con-
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gress. The Congress is going to sit
there and determine whether it wants
to appropriate any money.

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield
to the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. JENSEN. I wish the gentleman
would explain why there is so much
noise about my amendment and why
this section was placed in the bill, since
the very first wording of the hill is that
section 9 (a) of the Reclamation Proj-
ect Act of 1939 is amended to read as
follows, and that language is almost
identical with section 9 (a) of the Rec-
lamation Act of 1939. My amendment
does not disturb it.

Mr, CASE of South Dakota. There are
two reasons, as far as I know. I am not
a member of the Committee on Public
Lands, which really should answer the
gentleman’s question, but as I under-
stand it, and as I have heard this de-
bate, the first reason is that the Com-
mittee on Public Lands finds it has a
lot to do, and it wants to have advice
based on the engineering investigations.
So it says, we ask the Secretary of the
Interior through the appropriate engi-
neers and technicians he has, to make
an investigation and find out whether
or not this is a feasible project. The
committee is not composed entirely of
engineers, so it proposes that the Sec-
retary determine whether or not a proj-
ect has engineering and economic feasi-
bility and what the proposed costs are,
and if he finds that it is feasible, then he
is our agent fo the extent of making a
finding. He can submit estimates to the
Congress and if Congzress wants to make
appropriations, they may do so.

The second reason, I understand, is
that the present law is not explicit
enough in items covered in subpara-
graph 7 which refers to fish and wildlife
costs and other things of that sort. The
committee merely felt that the present
law should be extended and clarified in
a particular or two to be sure that those
things would be included in the report.

I yield to the gentleman from Wyo-
ming [Mr. BarreTT] 2 member of the
committee.

Mr, BARRETT. The gentleman from
South Dakota is eminently correct. Will
he not agree with me, in addition, that
in this and other programs the Secre-
tary of the Interior after he determines
that the project is feasible, it must be
submitted to the Bureau of the Budget,
and it must concur in the findings. In
addition to that, it must be submitted
to the governors of the States in which
the projects are located and they must,
in a measure, concur, and, after all, the
Committee on Appropriations of the
Congress and the Congress itself must
concur.

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last two words.

Mr. Chairman, during the debate yes-
terday the gentleman from southern Cal-
ifornia [Mr. PourLson] expressed some
opposition to the bill and indicated that
one of his lines of opposition was fear
that the passage of the bill as is would
permit the Secretary of the Interior to
make a finding of feasibility for the cen-
tral Arizona project, which is a large
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project, and about which there is some
controversy. I had no time at the mo-
ment on the floor to answer, but I ex-
tended my remarks in the Recorp in par-
tial answer, and they will be found on
page 366 of yesterday’s RECORD.

However, I would like to seftle this
matter by showing that such fear is un-
founded. I talked privately with the
gentleman from California [Mr. PouL-
son] and see that he is present and lis-
tening. Wanting to clarify this matter, I
phoned the Commissioner of Reclama-
tion and asked that very question: If this
bill now before the House should become
law, would it make possible a finding of
feasibility on the central Arizona proj-
ect, which was the one that the gentle-
man from California [Mr. Pourson]
particularly mentioned? That phone call
was yesterday, that is, last night. I re-
ceived my reply just a few moments ago
and want to read a part of it.

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I hope
the members of the committee will give
strict attention to the communication
which the gentleman from Arizona is
now about to read.

Mr. MURDOCK. I thank my chair-
man. I do think this answer is very per-
tinent because two Members admitted or
indicated that they feared the passage of
this bill would have certain effects which
I feel sure it would not have.

Commissioner Straus said:

In our telephone conversation of yesterday
afternoon, you asked me whether the cen-
tral Arizona project could or would be au-
thorized by the Secretary's finding of feasi-
bility under H. R. 2873, assuming that this
bill is enacted or under any other legislation.
Your question is prompted by the fear—

He used the wrong word there so far
as I am conecerned, because I have no fear
of such. Continuing quotation:

Your question is prompted by the fear
which seems to be entertained by some
Members of Congress that the enactment of
H. R. 2873 would be used to accomplish au-
thorization of the central Arizona project
without an opportunity for the Congress to
pass on it. My answer to your guestion is
“No."

Then he gives an elaborate explana-
tion why the answer is “No.” I will not
take time to read all of it now. The full
letter is as follows:

UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION,
Washington, D. C., January 21, 1948.
Hon. JoEN R, MURDOCK,
House of Representatives.

My Dear Mr. MurpocK: In our telephone
conversation yesterday afternoon, you asked
me whether the central Arizona project could
or would be authorized by a secretarial find-
ing of feasibility under H. R. 2873, assuming
that that bill is enacted, or under any other
legislation, Your question was prompted by
the fear which seems to be entertained by
some Members of Congress that enactment
of H. R. 2873 would be used to accomplish
authorization of the central Arizona project
without an opportunity for the Congress to
pass on it,

My answer to your question is *No.”

Without prejudice to consideration of the
central Arizona project on its merits, my an-
swer to your question is predicated upon the
following:

1. Any finding of feasibility by the Secre-
tary, whether under H, R. 2873 or existing
law, would require a finding that there is

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

an adequate water supply for the project.
All of us in the Bureau of Reclamation are
keenly aware of the controversy between Call-
fornia and Arlzona over the availability to
Arizona of this supply of water and of the
difficult and delicate questions involved in
the controversy. The Bureau of Reclama-
tion is not in a position to make the final
and authoritative determination of these
questions that must be made before the cen-
tral Arizona diversion can be considered to
be on safe grounds. If for no other reason
than this, therefore, there will be no attempt
to secure authorization by secretarial finding
of feasibility.

2. The proposal to authorize construction
of the central Arizona project is already be-
fore the Congress, and the Bureau's report
on it is belng prepared pursuant to a re-
quest from the chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on Reclamation and Irrigation of the
Senate Public Lands Committee. The Bu-
reau’s forthcoming report is not intended as
a vehicle for secretarial authorization and
would not serve that purpose if it were so
intended.

3. Even if some future Commissioner of
Reclamation had a different notion from
that which I have and could convince the
then Secretary of the Interior that he ought
to find the project feasible, a report contain-
ing that finding would have, under the pro-
visions of section 1 of the Flood Control Act
of 1944, to be sent to all of the States of
the Colorado River Basin—that is, to Wy~
oming Colorado, Utah, New Mexico, Nevada,
California, and Arizona—{for review and com-
ment and an objectlon by any of the States
to any of the plans or proposals contained
in the report would automatically require
the Becretary to secure congressional au-
thorization before undertaking construction
of the project or before asking for appropria-
tions for such construction. In other words,
California, like every other State of the Colo-
rado River Basin, has the power to veto any
proposal for secretarial authorization of a
reclamation project on the Colorado River,
no matter how good or poor it may be, and
to require that its authorization be by act of
Congress. H. R. 2873 does not change this
provision of the Flood Control Act of 1944
one whit.

To all this, I may add for the sake of the
record that neither you nor any other mem-
ber of the Arizona delegation has ever re-
quested that authorization of the central
Arizona project be accomplished by a sec-
retarial finding of feasibility. None of you
has ever so much as hinted that this might
be done if H. R. 2873 were enacted. I assure
you that authorization of the central Ari-
zona project will not be accomplished in this
fashion and that I do not and have never
had any intention of recommending to the
Secretary that it be so accomplished.

I hope that this explanation will prove
helpful in any discussion that may arise con-
cerning the effect of enactment of H. R. 2873
on the central Arizona project. Please feel
free to use it as you see fit and call on me
for any further information that I can give
you.

Sincerely yours,
MiceEAEL W. STRAUS,
Commissioner,

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MURDOCEK. I yield.

Mr. JENSEN. I would like to have
you explain what the letter means. I
have not yet been able to figure out what
that letter means. It means nothing
to me.

Mr. MURDOCE. This is it. The
charge was made yesterday that very
likely, if this bill passed as is, the Sec-
retary of the Interior could make a find-
ing of feasibility for the central Arizona
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project, thus authorizing ifs construc-
tion without the Congress taking any,
action. Now, this answer is that, under
the bill as is, should it become law, the
Secretary of the Interior could make
no such finding or authorize the project
without the action of Congress. That
seems to some Members the very crux of
this matter and I want to show it to be
erroneous. Why does the Secretary of
the Interior not have the power? Com-
missioner Straus says it is because we
passed legislation in 1944 that makes it
necessary to submit all such proposals
to the States involved and interested.
In this case all the States in the Colorado
Basin are involved. So that the Secre-
tary of the Interior must submit any
projects in the Colorado River Basin to
the governors of the 7 States, and any
governor would have a chance to veto it.
The President or the Secretary of the
Interior, under existing law, could not
possibly submit a finding of feasibility
and authorize such project without sub-
mitting it to the Congress.

Mr. POULSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield? )

Mr. MURDOCK., I yield.

Mr. POULSON. If I obtain additional
time for you, will you read this letter,
which will explain some of the problems?

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the gentleman may be allowed
to proceed for five additional minutes,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California [Mr. PouLsoN]?

There was no objection.

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MURDOCK, I yield.

Mr. JENSEN. Does the gentleman
know that the Colorado River Board is
opposed to most every section of this bill
except the interest component pay-back?
Does the gentleman know that?

Mr. MURDOCEK. Do you mean the
Colorado River Board of California is
opposed to the bill?

Mr. JENSEN. The Colorado River
Board that speaks for all the Colorado
River area, for most of the people.

Mr. MURDOCK. No. I fear the gen-
tleman is misinformed.

Mr. JENSEN. I certainly am not. I
can produce a telegram to that effect, if
the gentleman would like to read it.

Mr. MURDOCEK. You are probably re-
ferring to the Colorado River Board of
the State of California. I know their
stand on it, but that Colorado River
Board of California does not speak for
all the seven basin States of the Colo~
rado River Basin,

Mr. JENSEN. It speaks for the State
of Colorado very plainly.

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr., MURDOCEK. I cannot yieid until
I have read a little more from this letter.

Mr. ROCKWELL. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MURDOCK. I yield.

Mr. ROCKWELL. I wanted to correct
the statement made by the gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. JEnsEn]. It is not the
State of Colorado but the State of Cali-
fornia to which he referred. The State
of Colorado is very definitely in favor
of this bill. /
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Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, MURDOCK. I yield.

Mr. PETERSON. I want to point out
that the distinguished chairman of the
subcommittee and the distinguished
gentleman from Colorado on this side are
both supporting this bill.

Mr. MURDOCEK. I will ask that the
entire lettér be placed in the Recorp, but
I will just read a portion of it now.

On page 1:

The proposal to authorize construction of
the central Arizona project is already before
the Congress, and the Bureau's report on it
is being prepared, p t to a request from
thelﬂuinnmuithasuboommitteemw
lamation and Irrigation of the Senate Public
Lands Committee. The Bureau's forthcom-
ing report is not intended as a vehicle for
secretarial authorization, and would not serve
that purpose if it were so intended.

3. Even if some future Commissioner of
Reclamation had a different notion from that
which I have and could convince the then
Secretary of the Interior that he ought to
find the project feasible, a report containing
that finding would have, under the pro-
visions of section 1 of the Flood Control Act
of 1944, to be sent to all of the States of the
Colorado River basin—ihat is, to Wyoming,
Colorado, Utah, New Mexico, Nevada, Cali-
fornia, and Arizona—{for review and comment,
and gn objection by any of the States to any
of the plans or proposals contained in the
report would automatically require the Secre-
tary to secure congressional authorization
before undertaking construction of the proj-
ect or before asking for appropriations for
such econstruction.

In other words, California, like every other
State of the Colorado River Basin, has the
power to veto any proposal for secretarial
authorization of a reclamation project on
the Colorado Riwer, no matter how good or
poor it may be, and to require that its au-
thorization be by act of Congress. H. R.
2878 does not change this provision of the
Flood Control Act of 1944 one whit.

Now, I want in fairness to myself and
the Arizona delegation to read one fur-
ther paragraph:

To all this I may add for the sake of the
record that neither you mor any other mem-
ber of the Arizona delegation has ever re-
quested that authorization of the central
Arizona project be accomplished by a sec-
retarial finding of feasibility. None of you
has ever so0 much as hinted that this might
be done If H. R. 2873 were enacted. I as-
sure you that authorization of the central
Arizona project will not be accomplished
in this fashion and I do not and have never
had any intention of recommending to the
Secretary that it be so accomplished.

Mr. HARLESS of Arizona. Mr, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MURDOCK. 1 yield.

Mr. HARLESS of Arizona. Is it not
true that under the law as it now exists
the Department of Irrigation and Recla-
mation uses the power vested in it to
carry out repairs and minor projects?
And would it not be true that if we re-
pealed this section of the law it would
not be possible to go ahead and make
any repairs without getting authoriza-
tion? The Department could not put in
a bolt or drive a nail without getting
snﬂmﬂmﬂm: from Congress.

Mr. MURDOCK. I should like to elab-
orate on that for it certainly would ham-
per the Bureau's work, but I want in the
short time I have remaining to plead
with my friends from California, includ-
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ing the gentleman from California TMr,
Poursow] and the others who have in-
dicated their fear of this Arizona project
coming under this bill—which it will
not—I want to plead with them to re-
move their objection to the hill on that
basis because that basis is not valid. I
hope my friends will do that and sup-
port the bill without amendment. Of
course, I am interested in the central
Arizona project and also in this general
reclamation hill, but I do not regard this
measure as necessary to make the other
possible. They are different matters.
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Arizona has expired.
Mr. ROCEWELL, WMr. Chairman, 1
rise in opposition to the amendment.
Mr. Chairman, I should like to get back
to the meat of this argument that we
have here on this amendment. There
seems to be a misapprehension as to the
power that the Secretary of the Interior
has over reclamation projects. In the
first place, for those of you who do not
come from the West, may I say that we
are talking about projects that are to
be entirely repaid, either power or irri-
gation, and in the case of irrigation the
money is paid back without interest. In
the case of power the money is repaid
with interest. Congress adopted the
formula for this repayment in the
Reclamation Act of 1939 and it was in
the act before that to some extent. In
addition to that, if a project cannot be
paid out in full under that program it
must take the same procedure as fiood
control and come to Congress for au-

_ thorization.

It is very difficult to get authorization
under the formula that this amendment
would take out of the bill. First, it must
satisfy and be approved by the State
where the project is to be built, and if
the water affects several States it must
also have the approval of the other States
using the water. The gentleman from
Arizona [Mr. Murpock] mentioned that
in a letter which he read. A matter that
affects the water of Arizona must be ap-
proved by all of the upper division and
the lower division States because they
use that water. In the course of inves-
tigation and study the Bureau must keep
in constant touch with local groups, the
Board of Army Engineers, and any
others who might be affected in any way.

After a report is completed the
Bureau must submit it to the governors
of all the affected States on that stream.
Ninety days is allowed to review that
report.

If the Bureau does not approve the
report or if the States do not approve
it, it must be so reported to Congress
with objections. In Colorado the State
conservation board receives these in-
vestigation reports and handles these
matters for the Governor. They in turn

take it up with the local water users

and local committees before making a
reply.

New projects generally cannot be
built unless they have the help of power
or a longer time to repay.

In my opinion, this is a great protec-
tion and saves the Congress a lot of
work. I might say you might just as
well ask Congress to approve every loan

JANUARY 21

made by every agency of the Govern-
ment,

Mr, McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROCKWELL. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. McDONOUGH. Will the gentle-
man explain what the duties or priv-
ileges of the Secretary of the Interior are
under the 3-percent component, accord-
ing to the Solicitor General's opinion, in-
sofar as initiating new projects without
authorization of the Congress? Is he not
privileged to use some of that money to
initiate a new project without the au-
thorization of the Congress and would
he not be given additional authority
under this amendment to do likewise
with the cne-half percent given him?

Mr. ROCEWELL. I do not think it is
additional authority. In my opinion, it
is a litfle less authority than under the
present situation, according to the Solic-
itor's opinion. The 3 percent to which
the gentleman refers, which is charged,
may be used to help amortize and pay
out the project. Under this bill 2 per-
cent of that is paid in interest and one-
half percent may be used for that pur-
pose. That may be figured in as help
to irrigators to pay off a project.

Mr. McDONOUGH. Right, but this
section of the bill we are debating says
he has authority to proceed then on a
new project, a new division of a project
or the supplemental werks on a project
covered by his findings. It does not refer
to repairs and alterations and correction
of a job. It says it has authority to pro-
ceed on a new project.

Mr. ROCKWELL. I think that is the
same law that has been in existence since
1939 under which we have been working
out West all these years.

Mr. McDONOUGH. It does not limit
the amount of the cost of the new proj-
ect, so that he could authorize, we will
say, a project costing $50,000,000 without
the authorization of the Congress, then
go to the Appropriations Committee and
say, “Well, the people out there need this,
we have found it feasible, and we have
to have the money.”

Mr. ROCEKEWELL. It will have to show
it can be paid out.

Mr. DDEWART. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman’s
time may be extended 5 minutes. The
gentleman is chairman of the subcom-
mittee in charge of this bill, also author
of the bill. A large number of Members
wish to ask him questions and the gentle-
man is doing a good job.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Montana?

There was no objection.

Mr. PHILIIPS of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROCKWELL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. I have
two questions. Will the gentleman tell
us exactly how much additional power,
in the gentleman’s opinion, is given to
the Secretary of the Interior or the Com-
missioner of in this bill as
compared to what he would have under
the Jensen amendment? Does the gen-
tleman see what I have in mind? The
second question: Is it not a fact that in
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the letter read by the gentleman from
Arizona [Mr. Murpock] the Commis-
sioner referred only to his authorization
of construction. He has never author-
ized construction without money, but he
has authorized a project to be brought
down for future construction.

There is a very different point involved
which I do not think is covered in the
Commissioner’s letter. Will the gentle-
man from Colorado please discuss those
two points?

Mr., ROCKWELL. Here is my under-
standing in reference to the additional
power, if the gentleman wants to call it
that. I do not call it power. I would call
it discretion. The Secretary in his dis-
cretion would have the authority in fig-
uring out the ultimate cost of a project,
if it is feasible and will pay out in full,
to add certain other nonreimbursable
costs, such as silt control, general salin-
ity, and recreation features. Under the
present law, those are not considered as
part of the feasibility of a project. As1I
understand, the only difference in this
present rewriting and the other bill is
that -those reimbursable parts will be
added. I think I am correct in that, am
I not?

Mr. JENSEN. I am not so sure.

Mr, LECOMPTE. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROCKWELL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. LECOMPTE. May I ask the gen-
tleman this? We have under considera-
tion the amendment of our good friend
and colleague the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. JEnsEN], a friend of reclamation.
Is it not a fact that what he is trying to
do with his amendment—and I think it
will do it—is trying to restore to Con-
gress the power to make authorizations
rather than for that power to be vested
in the Secretary of the Interior.

Mr. ROCKWELL. I think that is
correct.

Mr. LECOMPTE. Should it not be
vested in Congress rather than in the
Secretary of the Interior?

Mr. ROCKWELL. The point I make is
that that has been the law for many
years.

Mr. LECOMPTE. Well, that does not
Jjustify it alone.

Mr. ROCKWELL. It has worked out
successfully. I believe you might com-
pare it to & loan. Congress does not ap-
prove every loan that the RFC makes.
We authorize them to make these loans
under certain reservations. Now, the
loans that are made under this act are to
be repaid in full. They are not a gift,
like flood control, but they are to be
repaid.

Mr. LECOMPTE. But the Secretary of
the Interior can inaugurate the authori-
zation,

Mr. ROCKWELL. In other words, if
you follow me, before he can even au-
thorize a project, he must first have the
approval of all the other agencies, and
of the States, and of the little communi-
ties where the project is to be built; and
if anybody objects, that has to be put in
the record.

Mr. LECOMPTE. He can come to the
Committee on Appropriations and ask
for money that has never been author-
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ized by the Congress for these projects;
is that not right?

Mr. ROCKWELL. Well, no more so
than he can under the present bill. He
can do it now under that formula.

Mr. LECOMPTE. That is what the
gentleman from Iowa is trying to fake
out.

Mr. ROCKWELL. I agree with the
gentleman that that is what the gentle-
man from Iowa [Mr. JENSEN] is trying to
do; and the reason we do not favor it out
there, or one of the reasons, is that we
would have every little project come be-
fore our committee, with engineers, and
so forth, to decide whether or not they
are correct. Even now that has all got
to be approved by the Committee on Ap-
propriations.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROCKWELL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from South Dakota.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. The point
that I think should be made clear is this:
This does not go so far as you do with
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation.
There you give them money and let them

smake loans. They can go ahead and put
this money out. Here you are not giving
anybody authority to put out any money.
You are merely giving authority to make
4 finding of economic feasibility. Con-

Mr.

gress still controls every dollar. There:

is not a dollar that the Secretary of the
Interior can put out or spend until it has
been appropriated.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Colorado has again ex-
pired.

Mr. JACKSON of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman may be permitted to pro-
ceed for five additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Washington?

There was no objection.

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. ROCKWELL. I yield.

Mr. JENSEN. I am sure the gentle-
man who is now addressing the House
knows that the Bureau of Reclamation
employs thousands of engineers and as-
sistant engineers and great staffs to look
into all of these projects. Just how much
they do that is worth the chips that the
taxpayers are handing out to them, I am
not sure; I am satisfied we have got too
many of them on the pay roll. Now, the
gentleman also knows that the salaries
of a number of those come out of the
taxpayers of the United States which is
never reimbursable on your reconstruc-
tion work and your planning, and so on.
You also know that a lot of their salaries
are chargeable to these projects that are
going to be constructed or that are under
construction. Of course, if my amend-
ment is not adopted, the Interior Depart-
ment will say, “Why, you gave us orders
to go into all these projects and deter-
mine their feasibility. It is going to take
another 1,000 or 2,000 or 3,000 or 5,000
engineers, assistant engineers, metallur-
gists, geologists, and what have you.”
How can the gentleman or anyone else
think we are ever going to reduce the
administrative costs of this Government
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if we do not start now and cut out such
practices?

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROCKWELL, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wyoming,

Mr. BARRETT. I want to make this
observation: The gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. LEComprTE] and all of his colleagues
from Iowa stood on the floor of this
House and urged rather persuasively
that this House authorize the Rural Elec-
trification Administration to go to the
Reconstruction Finance Corporation and
borrow approximately $225,000,000 to
build thousands of different projects all
over the country, and, of course, I was
wholly in favor of the legislation; but
this House and the Committee on Appro-
priations do not pass on those particular
projects one after the other. Why should
you apply a different rule to the Bureau
of Reclamation? That is what I want
to know.

Mr. WELCH. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROCKWELL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California,

Mr. WELCH. This bill has been be-
fore the Committee on Public Lands and
its subcommittee, presided over by the
distinguished gentleman from Colorado
[Mr, RocKWELL], roughly 2 years. The
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. JENSEN] and
the gentleman from California [Mr. Mc-
DownoucH] knew that this language was

. written into the bill months before the

bill was reported to the House. They
did not ask at any time to appear before
the committee, which they could have
done and been welcome, and they could
have made known their objections to the
language written in the bill. However,
they waited until this late date to come
here to confuse the minds of the Mem-
bers of the House who are not familiar
with some of the technical aspects of
the matter.

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield, since my name has been
mentioned?

Mr. ROCKWELL. 1 yield.

Mr. JENSEN. I want the gentleman
to know that I did appear before his
committee over a year ago and gave my
idea as to what should be in this bill
and what should not be in the bill, and
the gentleman knows it.

Mr. WELCH. The gentleman inter-
posed no objection to what was known as
the Rockwell bill, reported unanimously
by the Committee on Public Lands to this
House,

Mr. JENSEN. How did I know you
were going to report the hill, at that
time?

Mr. WELCH. Congress was in ses-
sion.

Mr. JACKSON of Washington. Mr,
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROCKWELL. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. JACKSON of Washington. Mr,
Chairman, I should like to ask the chair-
man of the subcommittee, the author of
the bill, a question in connection with
the next section, as long as he is ex-
plaining this particular section.

As I read section 2 of H. R. 2873, and
in particular lines 12 to 25 of page 8,
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I see possibilities that the administra-
tion of this act can be such as to raise
Federal power rates in the Pacific North-
west. Let me briefly explain. This sec-
tion provides for 50-year power con-
tracts and 78-year repayment period,
with no reference how the power com-
ponent cost is to be calculated. Now if
the power pay-out is deferred to, say, the
difference between 50 and 78 years, and
staggered or placed at the end of the
period, compound interest on the unpaid
power cost component can amount to
such a value as to require rate elevation,
Since, as I read it, multiple legal con-
struction is possible, I want to inquire
if the legislative intent is to elevate rates
in the Pacific Northwest.

Mr. ROCKWELL. Absolutely not.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Colorado has expired.

Mr. POULSON. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Colorado be permitted to proceed
for five additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. JACKSON of Washington. That
is not the legislative intent?

Mr. ROCKEWELL. That is not the in-
tent. I am not a lawyer and I am not an
engineer, but the testimony before our
committee would indicate that this does
not in any way affect the present rates or
anything that is already under construc-
tion, and it is felt that it would be prob-
ably as cheap or certainly no higher than
the present rates.

Mr. JACKSON of Washington. They
would not be increased?

Mr. ROCKWELL. No.

Mr. JACKSON of Washington. T am
concerned about that particular section.
I am certain the committee had no such
intention. With the chairman’s explana-
tion, I am sure the legislative intent,
then, is not to elevate or in any wise au-
thorize the elevation of rates as it affects
the Pacific Northwest.

Mr. ROCKWELL. That is my under-
standing.

Mr. POULSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROCEWELL. I yield.

Mr. POULSON. According to the let-
ter of Mr. Straus and according to the
discussion we had in our committee to-
day, was it not brought out that if any
State or any section protests, then the
matter has to come before the Congress
for an authorization? So that in turn
would give any section a chance to pro-
test and automatically bring it before the
Congress?

Mr. ROCKWELL. That is my under-
standing. Iam not too familiar with the
legalistics of this bill because I am not a
lawyer. But my understanding is that
any objection made by any State or any
municipality would be handled in that
way. In a case like this, I understand
that every State on the Colorado River
is affected, and therefore the report
would come in from the Governor of
every State, and if any of them opposed
it that report would have to come to the
Congress with the objection. Then Con-
gress acts upon it and does as it sees fit.
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Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Mr,
Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, we seem to be arriving
at a delightful state of confusion in re-
gard to the bill. I would like to see if I
can add still further to that confusion. I
trust the gentleman from Indiana will
not press his proposed amendment, as
high regard as I have for him, because
I think that it confuses the present issue,
which is consideration of the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr,
JENSEN].

I asked the chairman of the subcom-
mittee a question regarding the letter
written to the gentleman from Arizona.
The letter written to the gentleman from
Arizona does say that the Commissioner
will not authorize construction. I think
one of the issues is as to the authority
of the Commission to investigate and to
spend money for investigation. When
the chairman of the Committee on Pub-
lic Lands said to the gentleman from
Iowa that he should have come hefore
the committee and presented what is now
being talked about on the floor, the gen-
tleman from Iowa actually had, had he
cared to use it, the perfect answer, and
that is that this provision was not in the
Rockwell bill when it was under consid-
eration by the committee in the form
in which it now appears. The hill as we
have it is what the committee calls the
compromise bill which was accepted, as a
member of the committee has said,
within the final 24 or 48 hours before the
committee voted. A great many people
did not have a chance to consider it in
detail,

The intent of some Members, as ex-
pressed on this floor, seems to be to allow
all these authorizations to go through,
many of them good and reasonable, with
no objection to the authority in the hands
of the Commissioner, untii they reach
the Committee on Appropriations and
then to say to the Committee on Appro-
priations, “You are our only line of de-
fense. No matter what approval has
been given it and no matter what au-
thority has been given, you must be the
one to find out if this is really sound.”
It seems to me as a member of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, and as one
who is tremendously interested in recla-
mation, since my district is dependent on
irrigated water, it seems that that is put-
ting a severe burden upon the Committee
on Appropriations. My position as a
member who is interested in reclama-
tion, and a former member of the Com-
mittee on I'rigation and Reclamation,
is that I shall vote for the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr:; Jensen], but that I would not vote
for the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Indiana, if he were to offer
it.

Mr. Chairman, I now yield to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
Muorpock], who has been so patient.

Mr. MURDOCK. This is the question
I had in mind: Are you satisfled with
the Commissioner’s answer in the letter
which I read in part, that the passage
of this bill would not permit the authori-
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zation of such  a project as the central
Arizona water project?

Mr., PHILLIPS of California. I am
satisfied with it. I think it is good that it
should be included as a matter of record
as the Reclamation Commissioner’s
opinion. I am not satisfied that the
Commissioner is saying that he would
not spend money on proposed projects
before he came to the Congress for au-
thorization for construction. I think
that should be covered in the letter.

Mr. MURDOCE. I think the gentle-
man’s fears are somewhat unfounded as
applied to the lower Colorado Basin.
No project needs money appropriated
in the Colorado River Basin, because
annually by existing law we take $500,-
000 out of the power revenues from
Hoover Dam, the Boulder Canyon proj-
ect, to make such investigations, and the
Secretary has that fund on which to
draw.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. I thank
the gentleman. This is entirely a mat-
ter of principle with me. I am not op-
posed to the Commissioner nor the De-
partment. I think we should curb the
powers of agencies of government and
bring the powers back to Congress.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. I yield.

Mr, CASE of South Dakota. Asa mat-
ter of principle, will the gentleman ad-
vocate that each rural electrification
project be required to come before a
committee of Congress for investiga-
tion and study before you authorize it?

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. I would
have to study the question before an-
swering it. I am inclined to think the
answer would be “Yes,” if large and
involved projects are to be allowed.

The CHAIRMAN., The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr. PHIL-
vrIps] has expired.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike out the last two
words.

Mr. ROCKWELL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield that I may propose
a unanimous-consent request that all de-
bate on this amendment close in 10
minutes?

Mr, HARNESS of Indiana. I decline
to yield for that purpose at the moment,
Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, this bill comes before
the House after a compromise was
reached. I doubt if it is satisfactory to
any member of the committee that re-
ported it. As a matter of fact, it came
here from the Rules Committee by the
skin of its teeth.

There are three things that are bad
about this bill. One 2; the very thing the
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. JENSEN] is
trying to correct, and I shall support his
amendment. Iam afraid, however, that
it does not do what he wants to accom-
plish, If you will examine the report,
you will find that the language which
this amendment would strike out, is sub-
stantially that part of section 9 (a) of
the 1939 act. It is that act from which
the power and authority of the Secretary
stems, and I feel that the entire section
in the 1939 act should be repealed. It
has been stated here today that this
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practice is similar to that exercised by
RFC, and my good friend from South
Dakota says the Rural Electrification
is authorized to do the same thing. But
that is not the faect. Congress au-
thorized the RFC to make sound busi-
ness loans. The projects in Rural Elec-
trification are not in fact projects of
the Federal Government. The Rural
Electrification Administration is a sepa-
rate entity and that may and does bor=
row money from RFC on a sound busi~
ness basis. Here you have a situation
that is a complete departure from every
other principle of government, in which
the Congress is not asked to authorize
a project until after the project has been
established. In other words, we are
delegating to the Secretary of the In-
terior the power to place the Congress
under obligation to authorize and appro-
priate after he has decided on a specific
project.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr., Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. No; I de-
cline to yield for the moment.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. The gen-
tleman referred to my statement. Cer=-
tainly he wants to be corrected there.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. I will give
you an opportunity to correct it, if you
will allow me to continue for a moment.

I do not think it is sound for Congress
to place this extraordinary power in the
hands of an appointive official of the
executive department. This extraor-
dinary power authorizes the Secretary
of the Interior to modify, to extend, to
enlarge, or to establish new projects that
have never been authorized by Congress.

What do we do in flood control? Be-
fore the Army engineers may investigate
the feasibility of a project there must be
an authorization directing them to make
the survey. They report back to the
committee. If the committee then de-
termines that it is good for the country,
that it is feasible, then the Congress au-
thorizes it and the money is made avail=-
able. But here we designate an individ-
ual in the executive department to act
for the Congress and obligate us so that
we must eventually appropriate the
money to carry out the project, and that
is neither good government nor good law,

I urge you to support the amendment
of the gentleman from Iowa, but I would
prefer another amendment that would
definitely correct the situation. I would
strike out that part of this section pro-
posed by the pending amendment and
also section 9 (a) of the 1939 act which
is the origin of this authority. I am a
friend of irrigation and reclamation. I
spent a number of years in the West.
I know how desperately they need these
projects. I know that water to them is
vital to their economic existence. This
method of establishing projects, how-
ever, is a disservice to the friends of
reclamation and irrigation and the peo-
ple of the West may find appropriation
committees denying funds that other-
wise might be granted if authorized by
law. I think we should recapture that
power and keep it in Congress where it
belongs.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr.
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Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. I yield to
the gentleman from South Dakota.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I believe
the gentleman is somewhat in error in
comparing the REA with this situation.
This is the situation, as I understand it,
that Congress appropriates money to the
Rural Electrification Administration or
in some instances says it can borrow
money from the RFC; in any event, the
REA gets money and makes individual
allocations without any review by Con-

gress.
This authorization is not an authori-
zation——
Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. All right,
now——

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Let me
finish the comparison—is not an author-
ization for the Secretary to spend one
dollar. It really creates an authoriza-
tion so that a project would not be sub-
ject to a point of order when and if Con-
gress ever comes to appropriate.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Ihave not
the time to yield further,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Indiana has expired.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent to pro-
ceed for five additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. The
gentleman from South Dakota knows
very well that the set-up in REA is en-
tirely different from this; that is a sepa~
rate entity. The REA goes to a bank, the
RFC, that we set up, and borrows money
and obligates itself for repayment, and
that situation is entirely different from
the one we are talking about here.

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. I cannot
resist yielding to my dear friend from
California after I have made just one
other statement.

My Committee on Publicity and Propa-
ganda has been investigating the Bureau
of Reclamation for some time; and re-
ports of our investigators show that
today in the city of Denver there are 1,000
engineers on the pay roll of the Bureau
of Reclamation—who may go out at the
instance of the Secretary and make
surveys without any authority of the
Congress other than the authority of
section 9a of the Reclamation Act of 1939,
We know, too, that Mr. Straus and Mr.
Krug have called the field men into
Washington and directed that they must
see to it that all funds must be expended
before the end of the fiscal year, in order
that more money may be justified.

Mr. Chairman, if we are to truly repre-
sent the people who have entrusted us
with our seats in Congress, we must re-
capture this delegated power and assume
our obligation of exercising it solely in
the people’s interest.

I now yield to the chairman of the
committee,

Mr, WELCH. Mr, Chairman, the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Indiana
stated in his opening remarks that this
bill was reported to the House with in-
difference by the Committee on Public
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Lands. He also stated it got by the Com-
mittee on Rules by the skin of its teeth.
The gentleman is a member of the Com=
mittee on Rules and he has the right to
speak for his committee, but the gentle-
man has no right to speak for the Com-
mittee on Public Lands.

This bill originally was reported to the
House unanimously. The committee met
again this morning, Mr. Chairman, and
the members reaffirmed their faith in this
bill and ask to have it passed by the
House without crippling amendments
such as the amendment under considera-
tion.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. The
gentleman is one of my very dear friends.
What I said about this bill coming from
the Committee on Public Lands I reiter=
ate now. In discussing the matter with
members of the committee and in listen-
ing to testimony before the Rules Com-
mittee several of the members said there
were features of this bill they did not like,
but they had to compromise in order to
get anything.

What were the compromises? You
have a provision in here to increase the
amortization period from 50 to 78 years,
giving this agency the right to use the
money that ought to be paid back to the
Government under the loans for an ad--
ditional 28 years. There is another pro-
vision in the bill that reduces the in-
terest rate from 3 percent to 215 percent
but only 2 percent of the interest is cov-
ered back into the Treasury. They
leave in the hands of the Secretary one-
half of 1 percent to play with, to employ
engineers, if you please, or to promote
wildlife, for instance.

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. I yield to
the gentleman from Colorado.

Mr. CARROLL. The gentleman has
referred to authorizations for flood con-

trol. Are those reimbursable or not?
Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. No; they
are not.

Mr. CARROLL. Is it not true that
every authorization for the West is re-
imbursable and has to be paid back?

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Yes; and
that is as it should be.

Mr. CARROLL. That is right. Now,
the gentleman has made reference to
the city of Denver. I may say to him
that his information is not correct about
the Denver engineering office. As a
matter of fact, in the last session of this
Congress a limitation was placed upon
the appropriation for the Denver engi-
neering office and they have destroyed
and dispersed that office.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Effective
the next fiscal year. Our investigators
have reported that last summer the
Denver office of the Bureau had 1,000
engineers on the pay roll.

Mr. CARROLL. They were on the
pay roll, but they were not in Denver.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Indiana has again ex-
pired.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
may have two additional minutes.
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Wyoming?

There was no objection.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. I yield to
the gentleman from Wyoming.

Mr. BARRETT. I know the gentle-
man wants to be fair, but I think he is
wholly mistaken when he says that the
effect of this bill is to raise the limita-
tion of the life of the project and the
pay-out on the project from 50 to 78
years, _

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. That will
come later.

. BARRETT. May I say to the
gentleman that he is wholly mistaken.
Under existing law there is no limitation
whatsoever. The law does not provide
50 years. It provides that it shall be re-
paid, and that means within a reason-
able period of time.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. The policy
of the agency has been 50 years.

Mr. BARRETT. No; the law does not
say s0.

Mr, HARNESS of Indiana. I did not
say the law so provided. I said the pol-
icy of the agency has fixed it on the basis
of 50 years.

Mr. BARRETT. The average pay-out
is 60 years.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Let us de-
bate that when we get to it.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, wil] the
gent.leman yield?

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. I yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. TABER. As I understand it, the
gentleman was interrogated a moment
ago with reference to repayment of flood-
control moneys.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana., Yes.

Mr. TABER. I may say to the gentle-
man that there is just as much flood-
control money spent out in the western
part of the country as there is anywhere
else in the country without reimburse-
ment.

Mr, HARNESS of Indiana. Yes.

Mr. Chairman, it is unwholesome and
fundamentally wrong for Congress to
leave in the hands of the Secretary of
the Interior the right to obligate us and
the people’s money without first coming
to Congress for it. The Jensen amend-
ment will accomplish in part what we
should do here, but I still think we ought
to go to the roots of the thing and re-
peal section 9 (a) of the 1939 act.

Mr. Chairman, the Jensen amendment
should be adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Indiana has again ex-
pired. :

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

ROCKEWELL. Mr. Chairman,
will t.he gentleman yield?

Mr. FERNANDEZ. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Colorado.

Mr. ROCEWELL. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that all debate
on this section and all amendments
thereto close in 10 minutes,

The CHAIRMAN. On the pending
section and all amendments thereto?

Mr. ROCKEWELL, Yes.
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Mr, PICKETT. Mr. Chairman, do I
understand the gentleman is requesting
that all debate on this section and all
amendments thereto close in 10 minutes?

Mr. ROCKWELL, Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. I will say to the
gentleman from Colorado that there are
five more amendments on the Clerk's
desk to this section.

Mr, ROCKWELL. Then, Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that all
debate on this amendment close in 10
minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Colorado?

There was no objection.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
am not going to take the full 5 minutes.
I just want to point out that if the Jen-
sen amendment is adopted it may have
one result, and that is that it will open
the door to logrolling, which evidently
the Congress, which passed the original
1939 law, wanted to avoid. This is par-
ticularly true with respect to the amend-
ment which the gentleman from Indiana
proposes to offer, because the amend-
ment proposed by the gentleman from
Indiana strikes out the entire section
which requires the Secretary to make
certain calculations, certain investiga-
tions as to costs and as to feasibility, be-
fore any bill can be presented to Con-
gress or to the Committee on Appropria-
tions. The result will be that a group
of people on the river somewhere, having
a little project, would have to come to
Congress without the aid of the Secre-
tary of the Interior and ask that their
project be approved. Why, you would
have hundreds of these projects up here
without a proper investigation and the
result would be, of course, logrolling. I
would say to Colorado, “You help me
with mine and I will help you with
yours.” The Committee on Public Lands
would be under terrific pressure. Per-
haps it is a good thing; I do not know;
but if it is, I think the Committee on
Public Lands ought to take this partic-
ular section and take this particular
amendment into consideration, call wit-
nesses, debate it fully, present it to the
House for its consideration, and it ought
not to be done here on the spur of the
moment on the floor of the House.

Furthermore, it will endanger the hill
which has been presented here for the
purpose of correcting one of the greatest
objections to the reclamation law raised
by the gentlemen on the Committee on
Appropriations, which I discussed yes-
terday. Let us stay with that and cure
that objection, and if this other thing
needs to be amended, and if we want
to have a little logrolling, well, let us
take that to the committee later on and
I am sure the committee will give it very
careful consideration.

Mr. ENGLE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FERNANDEZ. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. ENGLE of California. In looking
at the report on page 4 and comparing
clause 9 of the existing law with section
9 in this bill, I do not see how striking
out the language which is stricken by the
amendment of the gentleman from Iowa
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would change the existing law anywhere.
Section 9 of the existing law will be just
as it is, All this is a reiteration, is it
not?

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Oh, no. The
striking out by this amendment would in
effect amend the existing law by striking
it out of the existing law also.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New Mexico has ex-
pired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan [(Mr. CRawrFoOrDl. .

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, my
approach to this problem is going to be
institutional rather than technical.
Sometime in the past the Congress of
the United States adopted a policy of
going west and harnessing those rivers
for the benefit of the general welfare of
the United States, and while I used to
live out there in the West and operated
industries, where we sent our own men
into the hills and picked out our own
spots, and where we, with our own pri-
vate funds, built dams and impounded
water, and later carried it out on our
fields and irrigated our crops on a big
scale, I went out this summer and looked
over the field and found this new form
of operation going on wherein the people
of the United States, through the Irriga-
tion and Reclamation Act, puts up hun-
dreds of millions and proposes to put up
billions of dollars.

You have harnessed the Columbia
River, you are harnessing the Sacramen-
to River, and you are harnessing the Col-
orado River in the interest of the general
welfare of the United States. If you go
to Grand Coulee and Bonneville you will
find that about 65 percent of the kilo-
watt-hours you use in the Pacific North-
west is being produced from the waters
harnessed by Federal funds, where the
pecople are being charged rates on the
consumption of kilowatts to reimburse
those funds.

We are shifting our population and
our industry to the western section of
the United States at a very rapid rate,
and by shifting I mean you have built
and you are building new industries
which are to take care of new popula-
tions. There are 20,000 people going
into California per month. If we want
to get our necks out—and there is some
other language I could use that you
would understand—just let us rewrite the
Irrigation and Reclamation Act here
this afternoon by two or three amend-
ments such as are being proposed. I am
not going to scuttle that operation out
there and I am not going to be a party
to scuttling that operation in such a
manner. As a member of this commit-
tee, I feel that if you do not want to pass
this bill, instead of cutting its throat,
send the bill back to the committee and
let this operation die.

If you want to go ahead with those
projects and maintain the national de-
fense of this country as wrapped up in
the Colorado and Columbia Rivers, you
had better be careful how you deal with
this organic law, and not start out to
rewrite it here on the floor.

Who is going to go out and make this
Initial work unless it is some department
of the Goveryment? The committee of
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which I am a member is not going to do it,
and I will bet you the Appropriations
Committee is not going to do it, and I
will bet you there is no special investi-
gating committee of the House or the
Senate that will do the job. You have
the highest policy of government in-
volved in the irrigation and reclamation
operation of this country. You have
your whole power project of the West, the
entire water supply of the West, you have
the Central Valley of California involved
in this, which is an empire upon which
this country is going to depend substan-
tially for its food supply in the coming
years: where you are going to build lit-
erally billions of dollars worth of irri-
gation canals, dams, and things of that
kind, or you are going to surrender the
western half of the United States and let
it go back to the grasshoppers. You are
going to put water out there; there is no
question about that., If you are going
to do away with the irrigation and recla-
mation project and jerk it back to a one-
horse affair, you are starting out on it in
a good way here this afternoon.

Mr. ENGLE of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAWFORD, I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. ENGLE of California. Is it not
perfectly clear to the gentleman that
this proposed amendment does not take
out of the bill an additional power which
is given by the hill to the Secretary of
the Interior, but what it is doing is going
back and taking away from the Secre-
tary of the Interior the power he has had
for a long, long time?

Mr. CRAWFORD, It isa power which
is now in section 9 of the existing law.
You are proposing to rewrite the or-
ganic Irrigation and Reclamation Act
here by these proposed amendments.
That is no way to do it.

Mr. ENGLE of California. In other
words, to make it perfectly clear, this
amendment is not stopping an additional
power which this committee undertakes
now to give to the Secretary of the In-
terior, the amendment seeks to go back
to the law as it existed and now exists
prior to the passage of this bill and take
out a power which the Secretary of the
Interior has always had.

Mr. CRAWFORD. That is exactly
what is being proposed.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Iowa [Mr, JENSEN].

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. JENSEN) there
were—ayes 51, noes 52.

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. ROCKWELL
and Mr. JENSEN.

The Committee again divided; and the
tellers reported that there were—ayes 66,
noes T4.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CorroN: On
page 6, line 23, after the word “authorized”,
insert “when adopted by Congress.”
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Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, I make the point of order
that the amendment involves the ques-
tion just previously voted upon and de-
cided.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. DONDERO).
This is an entirely different matter. The
Chair believes the amendment is ger-
mane, and the Chair overrules the point
of order.

The gentleman from New Hampshire

will proceed.
- Mr. COTTON. Mr. Chairman, in of-
fering this amendment I recognize the
fact that I come from a section of the
country which is not directly interested
or involved in reclamation, but I am
none the less anxious to be able to vote
for this bill.

I realize further that it would be pre-
sumptuous for a new Member to attempt
by amendment to tamper or tinker with
a bill which, as has been said by mem-
bers of the committee, is the result of
long months and years of study. I
would therefore call the attention of the
committee to the fact that this amend-
ment, unlike the previous amendment,
does not in any way change the machin-
ery of the bill. It simply preserves the
authority of Congress, as the ultimate
arbiter of the expenditures of govern-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I suggest that this prin-
ciple far transcends anything involved in
this particular measure or any other
measure that comes before us on this
floor. We have seen the vain endeavors
of Congress to stem the tide of govern-
mental expenditures; to dispense with
needless employees; to reduce bureauc-
racy; again and again it has been im-
pressed upon us that until we have the
cooperation of departments and bureaus
in the executive branch of the Govern-
ment we are, to a certain extent, power-
less to accomplish the result which we
desire to accomplish and which the peo-
ple desire we should accomplish. We
cannot force that cooperation, of course,
without invading the realm of the execu-
tive branch of the Government. But I
insist that this is indeed a poor time for

' the Congress to formally abrogate and

surrender any of its prerogatives in con-
trolling the expenditures of the Federal
Government.

Mr. ROCKEWELL. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COTTON. I yield.

Mr. ROCKWELL. The gentleman un-
derstands, of course, that this would
accomplish the same thing as the amend-
ment that was just defeated? You are
trying to amend a law that has been in
existence since 1939. In other words,
this is nothing new. It is a custom that
has been the practice for many, many
years.

Mr. COTTON. I will say to the gen-
tleman in answer to his first question
that I do not concede that this simple
amendment calling for the approval of
Congress without disturbing the machin-
ery set up in the bill is identical with the
amendment that has just been voted
upon.

In answer to his observation about the
length of time this situation has existed
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I would suggest that if a principle is
wrong it is not made right by the length
of time it lasts. Adam committed the
first sin long ago in the Garden of Eden
but antiquity does not justify it.

If it has been in the law of the land
that the Secretary of the Interior may
spend without approval of Congress we
should take it out when we are reviewing
it. Certainly we should not now place
the stamp of approval on such a policy.
Let us write into this bill that Congress
must ultimately approve of all expend-
itures. Let us not be satisfied by passing
that responsibility on to the Committee
on Appropriations. This is the purpose
of this amendment.

Mr. PICKETT. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word and rise in
support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the fundamental prin-
ciple involved in this amendment offered
by the gentleman from New Hampshire
I think is clearly understood by every
member of the committee. I say to you
that there is scarcely a Member of this
House, I doubt if there is a single Mem-
ber of this House, who at some time on
the political hustings has not inveighed
against and decried bureaucracy. When
you were out seeking the votes of your
constituents you told them that when
they elected you to Congress you would
come down here and take away the pow-
ers of the bureaus, the agencies, and the
commissions that had been surrendered
by the previous Congresses; and perhaps
if your opposition in that election was a
sitting Member, you pointed your finger
directly at him when you made that
statement.

This is not a new thing. It has been
before us time and again in various re-
spects. There is neither rhyme nor rea-
son why the Secretary of the Interior or
some inferior official in that Department
should exercise that power, duty, and re-
sponsibility this Congress ought to shoul-
der itself and has shouldered in every
parallel situation that we deal with down
here.

You have heard expressed time and
again today a similar criticism and the
parallel drawn that when you are deal-
ing with flood-control projects, when
you are dealing with rivers and harbors
authorizations, in order to get a survey
made you have got to come to Congress
and get it approved.

Mr. JOHNSON of California.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, PICKETT. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Does
not the gentleman think that the real
check on unbridled diseretion of the Sec-
retary is the Committee on Appropria-
tions which reviews the request for
moneys for projects they approve?

Mr, PICKETT. That is one check and
certainly we ought to have that check.
We ought to have other checks on these
fellows who want to do something with-
out the authorization of Congress. That
is what is proposed by this amendment.

Mr. JENSEN. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PICKETT. I yield.

Mr.
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Mr. JENSEN. There has been so
much said about the appropriate com-
mittee having the final say. That is all
well and good, but when some committee
of the Congress and the Congress of the
United States passes a bill which author-
izes some agency to go out and author-
ize these projects, then the people say,
“Why, for goodness’ sake, the Congress
authorized this. Do you mean to say
that you are not going to give us this
money?” And they bring down the
house on us. That is why during so
many late years we have had these great
appropriations which never should have
been made.

Mr, PICEETT. All right; now let us
get back to the fundamental proposition
here. Are the Members of this House
going to endorse a proposition that is
fundamentally wrong simply because it
has been the custom for 20 years to do
it? That is one reason advanced by
those who are in opposition to this
amendment. That is no reason at all,
and you know it. Are you going to en-
dorse the continuation of a bad practice
simply because, as some say, that to re-
quire you to go through a legislative
process and require the Department of
the Interior to justify these authoriza-
tions would also demand a great deal of
work by the Subcommittee on Irrigation
and Reclamation or the Committee on
Public Lands? And certainly the charge
and asserfion which was made by my
friend from New Mexico a few moments
ago, that if you changed the policy of au-
thorization from existing law to what is
proposed here, there would result a con-
siderable amount of logrolling, is one of
the most astounding things I have ever
heard. I do not know of any better op-
portunity to do logrolling than you would
have if you wanted a group of projects
in several States and you run down to
the Secretary of the Interior or his dele-
gated official and everyone pitched in
and helped everybody else out. The
custom for years—the practice for years
and the law for years—has been that
those who want flood-control projects
authorized in their districts or their
States or sections, those who want rivers
and harbors authorizations, must come
to the Congress and get them. I know
of no instance, and there has been none
referred to here, where there has been
any logrolling. If there has been, some-
body ought to mention it, and we ought
to help eliminate it. Certainly the
adoption of this amendment would re-
turn us to one of the fundamental con-
ceptions of the duties and responsibili-
ties of the Congress.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas has expired.

Mr. HARLESS of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike out the last two
words.

Mr, Chairman, the whole purpose and
intent of this amendment is the same as
the last amendment. Every other
amendment will have the same purpose.
That is, to knock a hole in the irrigation
and reclamation law.

It is a fact, and you know it to be, that
we make large appropriations here for
the REA and we delegate. authority to
that agency to approve projects. Is it
not just as reasonable for the Bureau of
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Irrigation and Reclamation to use the
same judgment? There has not been one
instance cited here where the Bureau has
misused its judgment. There have been
made general statements, but a specific
instance has not been mentioned.
There are many cases Where the Bu-
reau of Irrigation and Reclamation has
to move forward on small projects and
make surveys. It cannot go forward in
the authorization of projects and the ex-
penditure of money on a project until it

has been approved by the Appropriations:

Committee. It is desired that we go fur-
ther in checking on the Bureau of Irri-
gation and Reclamation than we do with
the REA or any other Government
agency. In these other cases we give the
agencies the money, let them go out,
spend it and allocate it as they see fit.
In this instance we hold in check all au-
thority until it has been found to be thor-
oughly feasible, then it is presented to
the Congress through the Appropriations
Committee.

Mr. Chairman, if this amendment is
agreed to it will cripple the Bureau to
the extent that we cannot have continued
expansion in the West. I know there are
some people who would move their lips
in friendship for irrigation and reclama-
tion in the West but deep down in their
hearts they do not want to see the West
developed because they are afraid there
might be some competition. But let me
point out that we do not grow the same
products cut West that are grown in the
Middle West. We buy the manufactured
goods from eastern plants. When we de-
velop one of these irrigation and recla-
mation projects it results in our buying
large amounts of electrical eguipment
and farm equipment, which are produced
in the East; therefore, it is to your ad-
vantage to see that this pertion of the
United States continues to develop. To
shoot a hole in this particular law is to
destroy the progress already made in the
western part of the United States. Leave
the law intact. For 22 years it has been
working well.

Mr, CARROLL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, HARLESS of Arizona. I yield to
the gentleman from Colorado.

Mr, CARROLL., I am very much in-
terested in what the gentleman said
about Iimiting surveys and investiga-
tions, In the last flood-control bill, for
which the Bureau of the Budget set up
some $5,000,000, we were limited to $125,-
000 by action of the House. This was
modified by the Senate and raised to
$2.000,000. The compromise passed this
body. That is as much as could be spent
for surveys and investigations. That is
just another check in addition to the
check that comes from the Appropria-
tions Committee.

Mr. HARLESS of Arizona. I thank the
gentleman from Colorado. In plain
English, this law has been working well
and for anyone to come in here with
these amendments is to destroy its whole
effectiveness. Please do not meddle with
the law at this time. There are no
instances mentioned here where there
has been an abuse of authority, There
has been a group of generalities. Leave
the law as it is and let the Bureau of
Reclamation and Irrigation continue to
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function. They function as efficiently
as any department. These projects pay
back to the United States all money in-
vested. In addition thereto, I have in
mind a project near my home town of
Phoenix. We pay more money each year
in income taxes from the resources that
we get out of this project than was paid
to construct the project. It is to the
benefit of all of us. ILet us not poke holes
in this law. So, I plead with you, do not
adopt any of these amendments.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARLESS of Arizona. I yield to
the gentleman from Nebraska.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I was
going to observe that the Congress does
not approve large road-building projects,
nor do we approve sites for air landing
strips, and so forth. There would be
just as much sense having Congress ap-
prove that type of construction as it
would be for these small irrigation
projects.

Mr. HARLESS of Arizona. It is not
our business to go out and approve par-
ticular, minute details. That is the rea-
son we have experts. That is the reason
we do not approve every irrigation proj-
ect, because we would find it will not
function, and that is the reason we
should leave this particular law as it is.

*Mr. MURDOCEK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARLESS of Arizona. I yield to
the gentleman from Arizona.

Mr. MURDOCE. My colleague is
right in pointing out the great economic
benefit of irrigated areas. I would like
to ask the gentlemen on either side of the
aisle who have apparently been opposing
reclamation here whether they can find
anything in general in the history of
reclamation from 1902 down to the pres-
ent hour to complain of? Throughout
those 45 years the Bureau of Reclama-
tion has spent nearly a billion dollars
and created wealth, tax-producible
wealth, as the gentleman has said. My
colleague refers to the great reclamation
project in which we live in the Valley of
the Sun. Yes indeed. That project has
received from the Government a total of
less than $25,000,000, three-fifths of
which has already been repaid. In ad-
dition to the income tax mentioned, this
project has created more than $200,000,-
000 in permanent wealth. That project
has lately produced £40,000,000 in cash
crops over 12 months.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Arizona has expired.

Mr. ROCKWELL, Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that all debate
on this amendment close in 10 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Colorado?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from North Dakota
[Mr. LEMKE],

Mr. LEMEE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment. I realize
that this is a national issue, and I am
sure every Member of the House does. I
also realize that many Members do not
realize that this is for reimbursable proj-
ects, and that every cent so far has been
and will be repaid.
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Yet, my friends say they are for recla-
mation, and then immediately try to give
it the stiletto and murder it. Let us be
fair with these western people that have
done so much for the defense of this
Nation, and for the welfare of this Na-
tion, and let them point out wherein
there have been any projects wherein the
Bureau has abused its power.

It would be just as sensible to come in
here and say that before the RFC makes
a loan or even an estimate, whether the
security is sufficient or not, they should
refer it to Congress for congressional ac-
tion. I wonder if some of them would
not come in here and want Congress to
pass upon whether or not they should
button up their vests before they act.

You cannot put hobble skirts on an
agency and expect it to function. We
must give it an opportunity to step out
and do the preliminary work, and then
Congress does pass upon it, if they need
money to continue or more money than
will be paid back by the reimbursable pro-
visions of the present law. The whole
thing is confusion and misrepresentation
and misunderstanding by men who have
no knowledge of irrigation and reclama-
tion, and yet they want to falk wisely
about it.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEMEE. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. CRAWFORD. As the gentleman
has stated, here is a proposition where
somebody in the United States advances
some money to certain sections of our
population to build irrigation and recla-
mation projects, which money is to be
reimbursed. Why not do more of
that, at least in line with the billions of
dollars we are sending to other coun-
tries where we know good and well there
will be no reimbursement? Is it not as
much for national defense to provide for
a large percentage of our population in
the Western States as it is to do jobs
abroad in Palestine, China, India, or
somewhere else?

Mr. LEMKE., I would say a hundred
times more so, and I will go further and
say that it is just as important, and more
important than the large appropriations
we make each year without reimburse-
ment for river and harbor improvement.
My eastern colleagues ought to sit up
and take notice. They may hear from
us sometime if they continue their pres-
ent obstructive practice connected with
western irrigation projects.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
JENSEN].

Mr. JENSEN, Mr. Chairman, the
amendments that have been offered to-
day have been opposed on the ground
that other agencies of Government do
not have to come to Congress to get au-
thorization. Now I ask you if that is
not the primary reason why this Nation
is in such a mess today? Mr. Chair-
man, I think it is about time that every
agency of Government be required to
come to Congress to get its authorization
to spend the people’s money. Until we
do that, we will be going down the road
to financial destruction and complete de-
struction of everything we hold dear in
America.
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I am fed up, sick, and tired of listen=
ing to some Members of Congress, men
that you expect more than just lip serv=
ice from, when they have something that
is of particular interest to them, getting
up and saying, “Let the bureaucrats run
America and let Congress do the wishes
of the New Deal socialists.” We were
elected to represent all the people of
America as well as the people in our own
district. I sincerely trust you will not
vote against this simple amendment
which provides that the Interior Depart-
ment shall come to the Congress to get
authorization for these great expendi-
tures which will in the next few years
amount to billions.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, JENSEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana.

Mr. MITCHELL. Does this amend-
ment place any limitation on the size
of the projects that will have to be ap-
proved by Congress?

Mr. JENSEN. No; it does not.

Here is what you are doing if this bill
in its present form is made law. It will
stir up a fight in Congress on reclamation
projects, so sufficient appropriations for
many worthy projects might be in
jeopardy. You are doing a terrible dis-
service to reclamation and the develop-
ment of the West by this kind of busi-
ness; remember what I am telling you,
my colleagues.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Wyoming [Mr.
BARRETT].

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, I am
opposed to this amendment, The fact of
the matter is that we have voted down
an amendment that has the identical
objective. There are just two ways to
find a project feasible. In the first place,
Congress has the power to consider in-
dividual projects and to declare them
feasible, and that was done in the last
session of this Congress. In the second
place, this Congress since 1926 has dele-
gated to the Secretary of the Interior
the power to declare projects feasible un-
der certain accepted rules and regula-
tions as laid down by the Congress.

What is the effect of the amendment
offered by the gentleman from New
Hampshire? He says, “All right, the
Secretary of the Interior can make these
studies, he can make these findings, but
the project will not become feasible and
be authorized until adopted by the Con-
gress.” To my way of thinking that is
absolutely absurd, because after all, what
does that mean? It meansthat the Con-
gress itself has to authorize the project.
We have already voted on that particu-
lar issue. We have had it up. The gen-
tleman from Iowa offered an amendment
the effect of which was to say that a
project could not be authorized except by
a vote of the Congress. I think this is
just a lot of horseplay, if you ask me.
We have already voted down that pro-
posal.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Does not
my good friend from Wyoming feel that
it is the duty and the responsibility of
Congress to recapture these delegations
of power which were made at a time
when they should not have been made
and has not the gentleman himself criti-
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cized the Congress for having delegated
power that the Congress itself ought to
exercise?

Mr, BARRETT. What I criticize very
severely is the abuse of the power the
Congress delegates. That was the case
in the matter of the Jackson Hole Na-
tional Monument. I am sure that Con-
gress recognized that fact when they re-
pealed the action of the executive in
establishing that monument.

I want to say furthermore that I think
the gentleman is incorrect because we
must delegate authority. We have del-
egated authority to the Interstate Com=-
merce Commission to establish rates.
We have delegated authority in hundreds
of cases. As long as we safeguard these
delegations of power with sufficient re-
strictions I am sure we are on safe
ground.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from New Hampshire [Mr. CoTrToN].

The question was takeh; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. RockweLL) there
were—ayes 51, noes 48.

Mr. ROCKWELL. Mr, Chairman, I
demand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. RoCKWELL
and Mr. CoTTON.

The Committee again divided; and the
tellers reported there were—ayes 58, noes
66

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment, which is at the Clerk’s
desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Hoees: On page
7, line 5, after the period, strike out the re-
mainder of the paragraph.

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Chairman, please
let me make clear at the very outset that
this is not one of the amendments which
is seeking to take anything away from
the Bureau of Reclamation or the Secre-
tary of the Interior that they have ever
had before.

I believe this is an amendment which
will help the bill, yea, which will save
it from disastrous defeat; because it will
never become the law with this joker in
it that this amendment would eliminate.

I do not believe the committee realizes
the extent to which these words go. I
know there are Members of this House
who are voting for the bill because it
has always been said, and truly, that
projects would be self-liquidating. Now,
here is a proposition that authorizes the
Secretary of the Interior to go back for
40 years, should he so desire, to the very
beginning of the Bureau of Reclamation,
and “make findings with respect to proj-
ects heretofore authorized as to that part
of the cost thereof which should be allo-
cated in accordance with the provisions
of subdivision (7) hereof and in accord-
ance with subsection (b) of this section,
and such part of said costs shall, after
transmittal to the President and the
Congress of a report containing such
findings, be nonreimbursable and non-
returnable. Operation and maintenance
costs attributable to the purposes enu-
merated in subdivision (7) hereof shall,
after the transmittal of any such report,
be nonreimbursable and nonreturnable.”
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The only string tied to this unlimited
grant of new power is, you will notice,
that the alloca'ion should be “in accord-
ance with the psavisions of subdivision
(7) hereof and in accordance with sub-
section (b) of this section.” This string
refers only to the allocation and its pur-
poses, and these purposes are stated to
be, “(i) preservation and propagation of
fish and wildlife pursuant to the act of
August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080), or (ii)
recreation, including recreation by rea-
son of the provision of enlarged or im-
proved facilities or conditions specifically
and reasonably required for such pur-
poses, or (iii) general salinity control, or
(iv) silt control. Costs allocated pursu-
ant to such findings, together with the
annual operation and maintenance costs
attributable to the same purposes, shall
be nonreimbursable and nonreturnable.”

But if you will read carefully what this
amendment seeks to eliminate, you will
see that it ties itself only to the alloca-
tion and its purposes and eliminates from
section 7 this vital condition prece-
dent: “the part of the estimated cost,”
which effectually leaves out of all con-
sideration the vital requirement that
there should be an estimate of the cost
of effectuating these purposes in the
projzct.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOBBS. I will be so happy to yield
to the distinguished gentleman from
Nebraska.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Will the
gentleman point out in the portion he
proposes to strike from the bill where
that provision is found?

Mr. HOBBS. On page T, line 5:

The Secretary may make findings with re-
spect to projects heretofore authorized.

I asked the Commissioner of Reclama-
fion himself if T were correct in my inter-
pretation that that would authorize him
to go back to the foundation of his Bu-
reau and in any project that subserved:
(i) Preservation and propagation of fish
and wildlife pursuant to the act of Au-
gust 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080), or (ii) rec-
reation, including recreation by reason
of the provision of enlarged or improved
facilities or conditions specifically and
reasonably required for such purposes,
or (iii) general salinity control, or (iv)
silt control, the Secretary could make
findings as to that part of the cost there-
of which should be allocated, and that
such part of said costs might become
nonreimbursable and nonreturnable, he
said, “Yes.”

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. He must
of course report to the President and the
Congress, and it must be accepted by the
President and the Congress as to those
provisions.

Mr. HOBBS. I am not entering into
that debate; that is partisan, that has
nothing to do with the merit of my
amendment; but I submit that when the
people from the arid lands of the West
come to Congress and ask for irrigation
and reclamation projects on the strength
of their assurance written into the law
that the users of the water, the users of
the electrical energy would pay for the
project eventually, they ought to live up
to their contracts. I have supported
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every one of such bills since I have been
here and would like to support this one.
But I can never go back for 40 years and
catch up the loose ends that never before
have been mentioned in reference to
projects some of which have been paid
for, and take from the Federal Treasury
money long since paid in good faith, by
the provision that such funds shall be-
come nonreimbursable and nonreturn-
able. So, it means that you may have a
$40,000,000 joker in the bill. There is no
excuse for it and no need for it. It does
not help the bill. I submit that the
amendment ought to be accepted by the
Committee.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Alabama has expired.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last two words.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to ask
the author of the amendment, the gen-
tleman from Alabama [Mr. HoeBs] some
questions. Does not the gentleman’s
amendment apply only to that portion
of the projects mentioned in subpara-
graph 7, page 5, of the bill?

Mr. HOEBS. I do not think it even
covers that much. It covers only the
retroactive effect of that provision. We
are leaving the provision in there as to
all pending and future projects.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Let me submit my
question this way: The amendment the
gentleman offers would strike the lan-
guage which appears in the bill now be-
fore us which has reference to that por-
tion of projects heretofore built which
deals only with the preservation and
propagation of fish and wildlife. Is that
correct?

Mr. HOBBS. And similar things in
the past; yes.

Mr. CRAWFORD. In the past, all
right. Now let us analyze the amend-
ment for a moment. Suppose that 20
years ago a project was entered into
which involved a cost, we will say, of
$10,000,000, $50,000 of which at that time
involved the preservation and the propa-
gation of fish and wildlife, fish and wild-
life being preserved in the interest of the
general welfare of this country. Upon
what grounds have we any right to bur-
den a group of farmers who purchase
water from a project so financed and
built? It is making those farmers who
buy that water pay for the portion of
that project which was built for the pres-
ervation and propagation of fish and
wildlife when the fish and wildlife are to
be enjoyed by the people of this country
generally. I think that is a fundamental
issue which is raised by this amendment.

Mr. HOEBS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Alibama.

Mr. HOBBS. I am delighted to reply
to the gentleman. Assuming the hypo-
thetical case which the gentleman men-
tions 25 years ago, they came, they of-
fered to pay; nothing was said about
the preservation of fish or the propaga-
tion of fish or wildlife; they have been
paying on the basis of the original con-
tract for all these 25 years. Some of
these pay out completely in 40 years.
This was never thought of then, nor
were our fish hatcheries in existence
then.
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Now, all that I am saying is that as to
those projects in which it is contem-
plated recreation, fish, game, or whatnot,
anything you want to put in there, can
be done now as to pending projects or
future projects, but do not make a gift
to these people who have been paying
for 40 years out of the Treasury of the
United States money for these purposes
that was never contemplated, which
projects in some instances have been
paid out and liguidated in full.

Mr. CRAWFORD. I would like for
the gentleman to say specifically wheth-
er the language of his amendment deals
strictly and categorically only with the
language preservation and propagation
of fish and wildlife? If is limifed to
that, is it not?

Mr. HOBBS. No; it is not.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Let us see if it is
not. Subparagraph 7, which the gen-
tleman’s amendment affects, says: .

The part of the estimated cost which
can properly be allocated to (1) preserva-
tion and propagation of fish and wildlife
pursuant to the act of August 14, 1946, or
(2) recreation, including recreation by rea-
son of the provisions of enlarged or improved
facilities or conditions specifically and rea-
sonably required for such purposes, or (3)
general salinity control, or (4) silt control.

Mr. HOBES. It applies to all those
categories.

Mr. CRAWFORD. It applies to all
those categories, I agree with the gentle~
man. That is a further reason why you
have no moral right to impose such costs
on a group of farmers who are buying
water to irrigate their land. Let the
general public pay for what they use and
enjoy; don’t impose it on the farmer.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has expired.

Mr. ROCKWELL. Mr, Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that all debate
on the pending amendment close in 10
minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Colorado?

There was no objection.

Mr. D’EWART. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to call at-
tention particularly to the wording of
this paragraph. It goes further than has
been indicated up to the present time:

The Secretary may make findings with re-
spect to projects heretofore authorized.

We have discussed up to now only
projects that have been constructed. In
the Missouri River Basin of Montana
we have a lot of projects that have been
authorized but not constructed, projects
that extend along a river 2,500 miles
long. Those projects were autherizeq in
what is known as House Document 191,
They have not as a whole been con-
structed; in fact, very few of them have
even been started.

If the pending amendment is adopted
those projects could not be reexamined
to determine the amount of cost that
should be charged to salinity, to silt con-
trol, to wildlife and other items that the
Congress has indicated approval of in
today’s debate and which would be cred-
ited as nonreimbursable items. In other
words, the farmers in those areas would
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have to pay for such items if the proj-
ects are constructed.

We have in other parts of the country
projects that have been authorized but
not constructed. It seems to me if the
Congress is going to adopt this principle
in regard to future projects, projects that
have been authorized but not constructed
are entitled to the same treatment.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. D’EWART. I yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts.

Mr, McCORMACK. As I understand
the gentleman’s position, he draws a real
distinction between authorized projects
of the past and projects actually con-
structed, and as I further understand,
the gentleman’s contention is that the
language in the bill now does not apply
to projects that have been completed.

Mr. DPEWART. The language of the
amendment applies both to authorized
projects that have not been constructed
and authorized projects that have been
constructed.

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. D’EWART. I yield to the gentle-~
man from Alabama.

Mr. HOBES. I think the gentleman
is very mistaken. It does not touch it.
My amendment touches only those that
were heretofore authorized and does not
touch those that are now pending or in
the future. If there is any question
about it, I will be glad to call attention
to section T and subsection (b) of section
9. There is not a word in my amend-
ment that applies to anything but those
heretofore authorized.

Mr. D’)EWART. I would like to say
in answer that no project that has been
constructed in the past was constructed
without first being authorized; therefore
the amendment applies to not only proj-
ects authorized but also those that have
been authorized and constructed.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DEWART. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Nebraska.

Mr. CURTIS. The adoption of the
amendment would certainly make the
rule lack uniformity in the various sec-
tions of the West.

Mr. D’EWART. That is correct.

Mr. CURTIS. It seems to me that this
committee has done a good job in working
out this bill. I have voted against the
previous amendments and I shall vote
against this one and support the hill.

Mr. RIZLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. D’EWART. I yield to the gentle-
man from Oklahoma.

Mr. RIZLEY. For instance, in my own
congressional district there are two pro-
jects, one known as the Optima Dam pro-
ject, authorized by this Congress more
than 10 years ago, but construction of
the project has never even yet been com-
menced. Of course, the adoption of this
amendment offered by my good friend
from Alabama would impose a situation
on my folks out there entirely different
than these projects that are to be built
in the future, because they have been
authorized heretofore. This amendment
clearly, I think, takes in those projects,
all of the projects, that were heretofore
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authorized, even though no construction
work has been done on them.

Mr. D’EWART. The gentleman is en-
tirely correct. The amendment includes
the authorized projects, whether con-
structed or not constructed.

I therefore oppose the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Colorado [Mr.
Hiwwl.

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, on first ap-
pearance this would not be a bad amend-
ment, but this is just another illustra-
tion of what happens when you try to
write legislation on the floor. In my per-
sonal opinion this is going to sabotage
the very thing we are trying to accom-
plish in this bill. Let me call your at-
tention to a few of the things that might
happen and do happen on these great
western projects.

Let me read from section 9, paragraph
(7) at the top of page 6 of the bill, “rec-
reation, including recreation by reason

. of the provision of enlarged or improved

facilities or conditions specifically and
reasonably required for such purposes.”

Now, a project could very easily be
started, finished, and completed in every
detail, and then this part that I have
just read have no bearing or interest on
the project for years after the project
had been completed and in use.

Let me read clause (iii):
salinity control.”

Now, the control of the water itself is
a very important project. I am refer-
ring to the changes in the water after
you find out you have had it in this res-
ervoir for months or years past. The
very standing of the water in the reser-
voir and the condition of the soil may so
affect the change of that water that the
farmers cannot use it. I suppose on the
floor of this House you want to rewrite
this legislation and prepare it in such
a way that no recourse could be had by
the farmers who had irrigated their
lands and established their ditches and
prepared their land for water, and then
to find themselves up against the propo-
sition where none of the water was us-
able after a certain number of years.
Still a worse condition exists, and that
is this. I am talking about silt control.
Silt can put an irrigated section out of
business.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan,

Mr. CRAWFORD. With reference to
salinity, a man would need to go into the
Central Valley of California and spend
3 or 4 weeks on the study of that one
question alone before he would be pre-
pared to discuss this thing intelligently.

Mr. HILL, Of course.

Mr. CRAWFORD. After the deal has
been completed and been in operation
for years, you may find the accumula-
tion of silt that destroys the use of the
water. Farmers have some rights in this
the same as other people.

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield to the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. MURDOCEK. I call the attention
of the Committee to the fact that in the
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Commititee on Public Lands we had a dis-
cussion on almost every phase of this
bill, and on this particular phase of the
nonreimbursability of the items named,
such as salinity control, there was no
controversy. We were unanimous all
the way through in making those items
nonreimbursable. While that does not
quite apply to the matter of making them
retroactive, yet I think we ought to apply
the rule now generally accepted uni-
formly.

Mr. HILL. In discussing this question
of silt, let me say that only today in a
discussion of this bill with some friends
of mine I learned that the lake behind
the great Boulder Dam, now called the
Hoover Dam, in the course of a number
of years will fill itself completely up with
silt, If you apply that to many irrigation
lakes in my own county and my own dis-
trict, we have lake after lake that is
beginning to be filled with silt.

If you accept the amendment of the
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Hosss],
for whom I have the highest respect as
one of the real lawyers of this House, you
will find yourself in difficulty on these
projects, because when these reservoirs
fill up with slit certainly the Interior De-
partment has a responsibility in keeping
their contract with those farmers using
this water. The land under the Colo-
rado-Big Thompson project has been
bonded; it is a mortgage against every
farm in that district. Would you come
along and write words in here which you
cannot justify and tell those farmers
that after they have mortgaged their
farms and paid the mortgages off, and
the reservoirs fill up with silt, that they
have no recourse on the Department of
the Interior who provided the water?

In Colorado we have one of the first
projects that was ever built by the Inte-
rior Department. Today there is a com-
mittee working to bring before this
House legislation to provide some protec-
tion to the farmers in that particular
district who find themselves in severe
difficulty. At the time of building this
project, or when completed and used for
several years many of these problems or
difficulties arose. Now if you adopt this
amendment, the farmers on this project
can have no possibility of ever receiving
any assistance from the Interior Depart-
ment in correcting their troubles. This
amendment should be unanimously de-
feated.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. HoBssl.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. PICKETT. Mr. Chairman, I have
two amendments at the Clerk's desk.
Since they apply to the same section of
the bill and deal with the same subject,
I ask unanimous consent that they may
be considered together.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Mr. PICKETT:

On page 7, line 12, after the word “nonre-
turnable”, insert the following: "only after

provision has been made by act of Congress
after the Secretary has transmitted to the
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President and the Congress the report and
findings involved.”

On page 7, line 15, after the word ‘“nonre-
turnable”, insert the following: “only after
provision therefor has been made by act of
Congress endacted after the Secretary has sub-
mitted to the President and the Congress the
report and findings involved.” '

Mr. ROCKWELL, Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield for a parliamentary
inquiry?

Mr. PICKETT. I yield.

Mr. ROCKWELL. Mr, Chairman, has
not this amendment already been cov-
ered in other amendments that have
been voted on today?

Mr. PICKETT. Iinsiston the amend-
ment, Mr. Chairman. I cannot yield
further. The situation is simply this,
notwithstanding that you voted down the
principle which I espoused a few mo-
ments ago, when I asked to make it man-
datory that projects approved by the
Bureau of Reclamation be submitted to
the Congress for authorization, I think
certainly that the problems presented by
the gentleman from Alabama and the
argument he offered in support of it is
a further reason for the necessity for
requiring that the approvals be given
by an act of Congress rather than the
Bureau of Reclamation or the Secretary
of the Interior,

Now let us look at what you have here.
Based on certain criteria upon the ap-
proval of the Secretary of the Interior,
he may approve projects. Then as you
go along and read your bill you find this
language commencing on line 24, page 6:

If all such allocations do not equal said
total estimated costs, then such new project,
new division, or new supplemental works
may be undertaken by the Secretary only
after provision therefor has been made by
act of Congress—

And so forth. That is what is in this
bill. You are assuming apparently that
the Congress will be more generous
with your projects than the Secretary of
the Interior would be because you have
written in the bill language which pur-
ports to say that if under the criteria
that he must consider he does not find
it economically feasible and sound, then
you ought to come to the Congress and
you must come to Congress and get au-
thorization for it; but where it happens
to suit you or where it is deemed to be
feasible and economic under the terms
of this bill, you do not want to dc any-
thing except let him have carté blanche
to authorize it. Why should you not be
fish or fowl instead of fish and fowl as
the case may be. It simply amounts to
this, that basically and certainly under
good and sound principles of govern-
ment and good and sound practice by the
Congress, we ought to require that all
projects of the size and importance of
reclamation projects be approved by act
of Congress, just as we do with flood-
control projects and rivers and harbors
projects and other projects of that kind.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PICKETT. I yield.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Are not
the amendments offered by the gentle-
man similar in principle to the amend-
ment which the Committee defeated this
afternoon?
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Mr. PICKETT. I certainly agree that
they are, and I would want to insist that
the action of the House a few moments
ago was erroneous if you are going to act
under sound legislative principles and
not delegate your authority to somebody
in a Federal department, bureau, or
agency.

I want to call your attention again to
the language found in this bill where you
say if it is not feasible under the criteria
then come down to Congress and maybe
Congress will be a little more generous
with you. That is the effect of it. But
if it is feasible, you say we still do not
want to come down here and justify it
before a committee of this House.

(Mr. PICKETT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks and also to revise and extend the
remarks he made previously.)

Mr. ROCKWELL. Mr. Chairman, I
make the point of order that this amend-
ment in substance was already voted
down by the committee.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order
comes too late.

Mr. ROCKWELL. Mr. Chairman, I
move that all debate on this amendment
do now close.

The motion was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. PICKETT].

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. PickerT) there
were—ayes 19, noes 40.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Mr, Chair-
man, I make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count. [After counting.] One hundred
and eight Members are present, a
quorum.

Are there any further amendments to
this section? If not, the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sgc. 2. That section 8 (c¢) of the Recla-
mation Project Act of 1839 (U. 8. C., 1940
ed., title 43, 485h (c)) is hereby amended
to read as follows:

“The Secretary is authorized to enter into
contracts to furnish water for municipal
water supply or miscellaneous purposes. Any
such contract either (1) shall require repay-
ment to the United States over a periocd of
not to exceed 40 years from the year in which
water is first delivered for the use of the
contracting party, with interest not exceed-
ing the rate of 21, percent per annum on
the unpaid balance if the Secretary deter-
mines an interest charge to be proper, of an
appropriate share as determined by the Sec-
retary of that part of the construction costs
allocated by him to munieipal water supply
or other miscellaneous purposes; or (2) shall
be for such periods, not to exceed 40 years,
and at such rates as in the Secretary’s judg-
ment will produce revenues at least sufficient
to cover an appropriate share of the annual
operation and maintenance cost and an ap-
propriate share of such fixed charges as the
Secretary deems proper, and shall require
the payment of saild rates each year in ad-
vance of delivery of water for said year. Any
sale of electric power or lease of power privi-
leges made by the Becretary in connection
with the operation of any project or division
of a project shall be for such period, not to
exceed 50 years, and at rates as in his judg-
ment will produce power revenues which,
together with power revenues from all other
sales or leases or power privileges, will be at
least sufficient to cover (1) an appropriate
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share of the annual operation and mainte-
nance cost, including reasonable provision
for replacements; (2) the return, within 78
years from the date upon which each feature
becomes revenue producing or the useful life
of such feature, whichever may be the short-
er, of an appropriate share of the construc-
tion investment preperly allocable by the
Secretary to commerclal power, together with
interest on the unpaid balance at a rate of
not less than 21, percent per annum; (3)
the return, without interest, within a reason-
able period of years not exceeding the useful
life of the irrigation features, and with re-
spect to each irrigation block, in a period
conforming so far as practicable to the period
within which water users are required to
repay their share of the irrigation costs, of
that share of the investment found by the
Secretary pursuant to subsection 9 (a) here-
of to be properly allocable to irrigation but
assigned for return from net power revenues:
Provided, That the power revenues to be ap-
plied toward the fulfillment of the obligation
to return that share of the investment found
by the Secretary pursuant to section 9 (a)
hereof to be properly allocable to irrigation
but assigned for return from net power reve-
nues may include no more than one-fifth of
the revenues derived from the interest com-
ponent of power rates in addition to any and
all sums otherwise assigned for such purpose
from power revenues: Provided further, That
all revenues derived from the interest com-
ponent of power rates not so assigned shall
be accounted for as interest and shall, to-
gether with all other moneys so required to
be returned to the United States, be returned
to the United States as provided by the act
of May 9, 1938 (52 Stat. 201, 318); and (4)
such other costs and fixed charges as the Sec-
retary deems proper. In said sales or leases
preference shall be given to municipalities
and other public corporations or agencies;
and also to cooperatives and other nonprofit
organizations financed in whole or in part by
loans made pursuant to the Rural Electrifica-
tion Act of 1936 and any amendments there-
of. Nothing in this subsection shall be ap-
plicable to provisions in existing contracts,
made pursuant to law, for the use of power
and miscellaneous revenue of a project for
the benefit of users of water from such proj-
ect, and the provisions of this subsection
respecting the terms of sales of electric power
and leases of power privileges shall be in
addition to and alternative to any authority
in existing laws relating to particular proj-
ects. No contract relating to municipal
water supply or miscellanecus purposes or to
electric or power privileges shall be made
unless in the judgment of the Secretary it
will not impair the efficlency of the project
for irrigation purposes.”

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment, which is at
the Clerk’s desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HARNESS of In-
diana: On page 8, line 21, strike out “seventy-
eight” and insert “fifty.”

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, this amendment is intended to con-
tinue the policy in connection with the
retirement of the contribution of the
Government loan on these projects at 50
years, the same as it is now. I under-
stand the law does not specify any par-
ticular period over which the Govern-
ment loan shall be amortized, but it has
been the poliey . since the reclamation
projects started to amortize the Govern-

.ment loan over a period of 40 years, al-

lowing the first 10 years for the project
to become self-sustaining.

The proposal in this bill is to increase
the total period to 78 years. No project
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has ever been carried over such a long
period of time. Commercial loans are
never based on such extended terms.
This is simply subsidizing cheaper power
rates, which power is simply an incident
of the reclamation and irrigation project.
I think it is entirely too long for the Gov-
ernment to wait for its money. It is true
this bill provides for interest charges.
The law as it is today provides for a rate
of 3 percent, but the Solicitor of the De-
partment of the Interior has ruled that
interest should not go back into the
Treasury. In other words, refurns on
Government loans could be used for other
projects in connection with the Interior
Department program.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana.
minute.

‘This bill proposes to reduce the interest
rate to 25 percent and cover back into
the Treasury 2 percent of the 2%; but
one-half percent is still left in the hands
of the Secretary to play with just as he
has been playing with the 3 percent.

In just a

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Chairman, will .

the gentleman yield for a correction?

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. In just a
minute I will yield to the gentleman,

I think the ruling of the Solicitor was
wrong and was not based upon any sound
principle of law. It was never the intent
of this Congress to waive interest on the
loans that we made for these projects,
even though they were covered back into
the Treasury—2 percent interest.

It is proposed to increase the repay-
ment period from 50 to 78 years. That is
not good business, and I hope this Com-

mittee will adopt this amendment re-.

ducing the period of time to the number
of years established by the Interior De-
partment heretofore.

I now yield to the gentleman from New
Mexico.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. The gentleman
has twice said that the Secretary had 2
percent to use in any way he saw fit, to
play with on other projects. I remind
the gentleman that it can be used only
on a partficular project to remit irriga-
tion charges and costs in that particular
project. .

Mr. HARNEES of Indiana. The gen-
tleman perhaps is not familiar with the
activities of the Interior Department in
handling the money that has been placed
at their disposal.

Is there anything wrong with main-
taining the situation as it is foday? Are
we going to subsidize cheaper power rates
in competition with private power up
there by delaying the period of time in
which the taxpayers are going to get back
the money they lent? I think it is all
right for the Government to lend this
money on these projects, but I do not
think it is fair for them to use the money
over such a long period of time in order
to cut down the rate on power which is
only an incident of the original project.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Indiana has expired.

Mr, CARROLL. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, this is really the nub of
the whole bill, this is the real issue that is
before this body right now. These other
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amendments that we discussed, as I have
said before, were not germane to this
legislation, so this is the real issue that is
before this body and I hope now we have
unveiled the forces that are working
against this piece of legislation. The
gentleman has expressed it: Are we
going to give the people cheap power?
That is the issue in this whole piece of
legislation.

Let me summarize for just a moment
what has happened in the weeks, the
months, and the years in the discussions
that came before the committee. The
real issue has been this, let us take for
example the Colorado-Big Thompson
project. It is a multiple-purpose project.
In the Colorado-Big Thompson project,
for example, the estimated cost of cre-
ating that project was $50,000,000,
$25,000,000 allocated to irrigation and
$25,000,000 for the sale of electric energy.
There is a distinction between estimated
costs and actual cost of construction.
The estimated cost is based on a pay-
out period of 50 years. As stated by
the gentleman from Indiana, there is no
law governing this except an opinion of
the Solicitor General. That opinion, as
the gentleman from Wyoming has
pointed out on numerous occasions to-
day, sets no limitation upon the pay-out
period. It ean be for the natural life of
the project. This legislation for the
first time imposes a limitation upon the
power of the Secretary of the Interior.
That limitation is 78 years or the useful
life of the project, whichever is the
shorter; in other words, a limitation of
78 years.

Mr. Chairman, it is the duty of the
Secretary of the Interior to determine
the economic feasibility of a project.
What do I mean by that? When he goes
out to estimate whether or not these
projects are feasible he has to find out
where you can sell the power and how
much you can sell it for.

Let me tell you what has happened in
the case of the Colorado-Big Thompson
project. I mentioned the estimated cost
of construction as $50,000,000. It has
been said that the Bureau of Reclama-
tion has not done a good job. As a re-
sult of the increase in the cost of ma-
terial, labor, and some other factors,
that original estimate of $50,000,000 has
now gone to $131,000,000. The farmers
of northern Colorado cannot and should
not bear that increase. It has to come
from some place. Where will it come
from? It will come from the eventual
sale of electrical energy.

What is the price now? Seven mills
per kilowatt-hour—too high for sale in
that area. They will be pricing them-
selves out of the market unless we enact
this legislation. If there were no legis-
lation at all and we used that 3-percent
interest to pay for the cost of irrigation
and the increased costs, then the power
would sell for about 5.1 mills. They can
sell it in that area for five and one-tenth.
Under this law which extends the period
from 50 to 78 years, we will have a com-
parable power rate.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CARROLL. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from New York.
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Mr. WADSWORTH. May I ask the
gentleman how the figure “78” was ar-
rived at?

Mr. CARROLL. The figure “78"” was
reached, according to my best recollec-
tion, and I stand to be corrected, in this
way: We had a certain problem to meet.
There was the feeling that we should
pay the interest component of 3 percent
back into the Treasury. Obviously if
we took the interest away from the cost
of irrigation we would have to increase
the power rate. Power is already carry-
ing too large a load. But the Appropri-
ations Committee ‘insisted that we have
got to pay the 3-percent interest money
back into the Treasury. This legislation
is the compromise coming out of the
committee. There was a feeling that if
we extended the pay-out period to 78
years we could meet all of the objec-
tions. We pay our way and we will pay
the interest back into the Treasury of
the United States. There will be no loss
of money. At the same time we will not
increase the power rate to take us out
of the power market. It is just a sound
business transaction.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Colorado has expired.

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for two
additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Colorado?

There was no objection.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CARROLL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. I hope the
gentleman will bear with me for about
a half a minute. I neglected to say when
I offered this amendment that I was do-
ing it on behalf of the gentleman from
Iowa [Mr, JENSEN], who was momentarily
called from the floor, he, of course, being
chairman of the Subcommittee on In-
terior Department Appropriations and
vitally interested in this matter. He
asked me to say to the House in his be-
half that this is one of the most impor-
tant things that he had to contend with
in this bill and he hoped the amendment
would be adopted.

Mr. CARROLL. May I say to the gen-
tleman from Indiana that is one of the
reasons that we have recommended this
legislation. It was to meet the urgent
and repeated demands of the Subcom-
mittee on Appropriations. I personally
felt there was no need for this legislation
but there was a feeling, because they
were holding a club over the head of
the West, that we had to return the per-
centage into the Treasury; therefore, in
order to do that and meet the demand
of the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. JEN-
sEN], and a former Member of Congress
from Ohio, Mr. Jones, we recommended
this very legislation.

Using the Colorado-Big Thompson as
an example, I say to you if your amend-
ment prevails it will mean an uppage in
the power rate that may destroy the eco-
nomic feasibility of the Colorado-Big
Thompson, and further I say to you as
regards the Central Valley Authority in
California, if the Members of California
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support this amendment, you may destroy
the operation of the Central Valley Au-
thority; this same principle pertains to
every great project in the West.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Colorado has expired.

Mr. PLOESER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
be permitted to proceed for two addi-
tional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no cbjection.

Mr. PLOESER. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CARROLL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri.

Mr. PLOESER. I merely wanted to
point out to the gentleman that last year
this Congress agreed to a 40-year amor-
tization for TVA. That does not mean
that TVA is actually on a 40-year amor-
tization basis because probably the aver-
age age of TVA and its various projects
is already 7 or 8 years. But, it was to
stay within a projected 50-year period,
and TVA cooperated with that sort of a
program. TVA includes not only power;
it includes navigation and flood control.
We worked out, at least tentatively, and
enacted into law, a 40-year amortiza-
tion program which seems to be most
reasonable. I want to see reclamation go
forward. I want to see cheap power. I
think it is part of the life stream of the
economy of the Nation, and where there
are excessive charges by private operators
in the power field, I think the yardstick
is a healthy one. But, let us not be un-
economic in whatever our plans may be.
The authorities seem to feel that some-
where between 40 and 50 years is reason-
able amortization. Now we say that
some projects in some sections of the
country will be 78 years and others will
be 40 and 50. I do not think we are en-
tirely logical in that.

Mr. CARROLL., May I interrupt the
gentleman to say that we are not con-
fronted with a theory; we are confronted
with an economic fact, and the economic
fact is this. The West is imposed upon,
may I say. They insist that we shall pay
the interest component into the Treas-
ury instead of into the cost of irrigation.

Mr. PLOESER. Of course, TVA is
paying back into the Treasury.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Colorado has again
expired.

Mr. PLOESER. I would like to ask
for additional time if the Committee
does not object. Mr, Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
may be permitted to proceed for five
additional minutes, I think his discus-
sion is most intelligent.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr, CARROLL., I think the TVA,
with which I am not familiar, may have
different economic circumstances sur-
rounding it, but from listening to hours
and days of testimony, if the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from In-
diana prevails, I know what it will do to
the power rate all over the West, and I
know that it will increase that power
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rate to such an extent that you may de-
stroy the economic feasibility of the
existing projects. May I finish by saying
this, from a sound business standpoint
the Government has invested millions of
dollars from which it must receive a re-
turn on, from revenue which can only
come from the sale of electric energy.
That electric energy must be sold at a
rate which is reasonable,

Mr. PLOESER. Well, but you have
two factors to consider when you are
trying to allocate your funds and make
a division as between irrigation or flood
control or whatever else you have and
power. You are not going to build a
project that has to price itself out of the
market. If you are going to build one
it must price itself within the competi-
tive market for the users of power, and
then it is only natural that you will get
your project in such shape that you can
be economic enough to do it within a
reasonable amortization period, or else
it is not beneficial to the Nation in the
long run. It is still not too late to make
proper allocation of the costs.

Mr. CARROLL. The allocation of the
costs has already been made. Irriga-
tion in the West can bear only a certain
amount of the load of these great proj-
ects. The great brother that bears the
load is power. If you put too much of a
burden on power, you will destroy the
great projects.

Mr. FLOESER. Beyond the point of
what costs can be revised, if they can be
revised in the light of facts from $50,-
000,000 to $120,000,000, which the gen-
tleman is talking about, they can be re-
vised in the light of the facts as to the
proper allocation of the investment.

Mr. CARROLL. I am sorry I cannot
agree with the gentleman,

Mr. PLOESER. One is just as good
as the other.

Mr. CARROLL. It may be true as to
future projects but clearly not as to
existing projects.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CARROLL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Alabama.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. The gentle-
man from Missouri brings up the agree-
ment that was reached with TVA on this
repayment plan. This is an entirely dif-
ferent situation. It involves more than
one project. TVA cost allocations were
defined and fixed based on the amount
of revenues being paid into the Treasury,
but here you have numerous projects.
You cannot treat them as individuals, the
whole group must be taken into con-
sideration.

Mr. CARROLL. The real point here
is that the Government does not lose a
dollar, not a dollar.

Mr. JONES of Alabama.
not.

Mr. CARROLL. We are investing not
only in the future of the West but in the
future of this Nation. There is a bill
before this Congress that may ask for
$2,000,000,000 for a great Air Force, con-
tinued expansion and production of elec-
tric energy is needed for this program.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. If we had
just one project under this bill, we might
agree to that.

Mr. CARROLL. Of course.

Of course
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Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CARROLL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana,

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. The proj-
ect the gentleman mentions was one of
those projects the Secretary of the In-
terior approved based upon an investiga-
tion by the engineers as to its feasibility
under the policies then existing in the
Department of the Interior.

Mr. CARROLL. I am not sure of that,
but I think it is reasonably accurate.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. That is
true. That policy was that amortization
of the Government loan would be made
upon a basis of 50 years.

Mr. CARROLL., That is right.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Now, after
the project is all established and after
the Secretary has made his survey and
recommended that it could be done fea-
sibly and the rates would be low, the hill
recommends that we extend the period
from 50 to T8 years, so you can reduce
the power rates even lower than that.

Mr, CARROLL. I think the gentleman
misses the point. Year after year for
over 10 years the Congress has appropri-
ated money to take care of the expansion
of this program, so by implication it has
endorsed the change in the plans.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. By that
very thing, by the expansion of the pro-
gram, you are increasing the revenue. If
it was right in the first place, it ought to
stay that way now.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike out the last word, and
rise in support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I cannot pose as hav-
ing an intimate knowledge of this rather
complicated problem involved in the
reclamation undertakings, When we
heard the description of the provisions
of this bill before the Rules Committee,
the thing that attracted my attention
first was this particular provision for
the extension of the amortization period
to 78 years. In connection with that ex-
tension, I noted, as you all have, that
compared with the current rate of in-
terest charges, which is 3 percent, the
rate has been reduced to 215 percent, 2
percent to go into the Treasury, whereas
none of the 3 percent went into the
Treasury before, and one-half of 1 per-
cent to be used by the Reclamation Serv-
ice for assisting the project, I suppose,
to meet unexpected emergencies. That
feature of the bill I thought was excel-
lent. I thought that was a distinct step
in advance toward sound financing. It
decreases the cost to the beneficiaries of
the project by reducing the rate of in-
terest from 3 to 2'% percent, and still
leaves something in the hands of the
Interior Department to the extent of
one-half of 1 percent to be used for what
might be termed emergencies.

I was somewhat dismayed, however, to
find that when we decreased the burden
to be placed upon the beneficiaries, we
at the same time increased, from the
standpoint of sound economics, the bur-
den on the Federal Treasury by increas-
ing the amortization period from 50
years, which has been the customary
period, to 78 years. I do not pretend to
be a highly educated economist. I have
been in business for myself for some
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years. I have yet to hear of a T8-year
mortgage. It would be new to my expe-
rience or observation. I have never yet
heard, or perhaps I am mistaken, of a
bond running for 78 years. But there is
another side to this which may not seem
important to you. What I am interested
in is that new projects shall be given fair
consideration not only by the Committee
on Public Lands of the House but by the
Committee on Appropriations. The
projects which are proposed in the fu-
ture will be the more persuasive to the
Congresses of the future if the amortiza-
tion period is not beyond the normal
period for amortization in business life.
Ifear, and I say this quite seriously, that
this increase from 50 years, let us say,
to 78 years in the amortization period
will be a deterrent in the Committees on
Appropriations of the future. I'am not
a member of the Committee on Appro-
priations nor of the Committee on Pub-
lic Lands, but I have some ideas of the
psychology of Congresses. It is going to
be a pretty difficult thing for the propo-
nents of a project to come before the
Committee on Public Lands in the future,
and especially the Committee on Appro-
priations in the future, and defend a
project when the members of the commif-
tee will understand that it is going to be
financed in a way that no other eco-
nomic undertaking that I know of is ever
financed in the United States. I hon-
estly believe that the 78-year period will
be a deterrent to new projects, and I ask
the Members from the West who take
such an interest in such things to bear
that in mind.

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment,

Mr. Chairman, before I get to the mat-
ter of the amendment, I want to mention
two things. A moment ago when the
gentleman from Colorado had the floor,
the gentleman from Indiana asked re-
garding the project mentioned in Colo-
rado, the Big Thompson project. I gath-
ered from what the gentleman from
Indiana said that he thought the Big
Thompson project was one of those es-
tablished on a finding of feasibility by
the Secretary of the Interior. I was in
Congress at the time and I know that the
Big Thompson project was duly author-
ized by Congress. It was handled by the
Committee on Irrigation and Reclama-
tion while I was a Member, and passed
the House and Senate, as other authori-
zation acts were passed. I want to make
that correction and make it clear that
this is not a project which was brought in
by the Secretary of the Interior on a
finding of feasibility.

May I refer to one other matfer? I
listen always with great interest to my
friend the gentleman from New York,
He is a sage and a philosopher. He said
he had never heard of a mortgage run-
ning for 78 years. I do not know whether
I have heard of a mortgage running for
78 years, but I have heard of 99-year
leases. I think it is possible to have a
sound business contract extending over
a long period of time,

Mr, WADSWORTH. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MURDOCE. I am glad to yield
to the gentleman.
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Mr. WADSWORTH. Does the gentle-
man put mortgages and leases in the
same category?

Mr. MURDOCE. May I point out to
the gentleman that they are both busi-
ness contracts or transactions, and really
are not entirely dissimilar. The gentle-
man from New York says that the 78-
year period is likely to deter future proj-
ects. Let me call attention to the fact

,that irrigation is growing, therefore the
law must be undergoing evolution. At
the present time we have irrigated about
10,000,000 acres of land in the United
States. There are 20,000,000 acres, or a
little more, that could be irrigated by the
total development of our water resources.
But, mind you, the easy projects have
already been developed. From now on
we shall have more difficult ones. The
very first project was the Salt River
Valley in the State of Arizona. Roose-
velt Dam, begun in 1906 and finished in
1911, named after Theodore Roosevelt
and dedicated by him, was really the
Father Abraham big dam in the recla-
mation cause, and that was a compara-
tively easy program of development as
compared with those in the future.

We are going to have to have more
time for repayment. I want to call at-
tention to the fact that in the evolution
of the law we have progressively in-
creased and lengthened the period of re-
payment. Ten years was first set, then
20 years, 30 years, 40 years, and 50 years.
Those are the repayment periods speci-
fied in earlier reclamation acts. Now
we come here with an act that proposes
a T8-year period for repayment and I
feel the nature of the investment amply
justifies the longer period.

A year and a half ago I was at Hoover
Dam and went through the great power
plant for the third or fourth time, tak-
ing part in a celebration. They were
celebrating the tenth anniversary of the
beginning of the production of power at
Hoover Dam. Well we might celebrate
it. Think of the Hoover Dam and the
Grand Coulee Dam and what they did
during the war in connection with the
production of power which was so neces-
sary. But it was pointed out that in 10
years of production the power plants
at Hoover Dam had paid 25 percent of
the cost. Probably it ought to pay out
in 40 years, or thereabouts. Will that
dam last any longer than 40 years? It
will last a thousand years if properly
taken care of. Is it good security?

When the great Coolidge Dam was
built in Arizona, on the Gila River, named
after the late President Calvin Cool-
idge, they put two giant eagles as orna-
ments on the south face of that dam.
There they are, with outspread wings,
50 feet from tip to tip. A cartoonist pic-
tured those two giant eagles and had one
eagle saying to the other, “Steady Broth-
er; the first thousand years are the hard-
est.” I appreciate that picture and that
fact. I think those eagles will be stand-
ing there on Coolidge Dam for a thou-
sand years. Now, is it too much to ask
that we have 78 years to pay for such
a permanent structure?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. MURDOCK]
has expired.
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Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, this is the amendment
proposed by the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr, JEnseN] who was unfortunately
called away from the floor, and is now
offered for him by the gentleman from
Indiana.

I agree with the gentleman from Colo-
rado who said it is the nub of the bill.
I completely disagree with the reasons
given by the gentleman from Colorado
for saying it was the nub of the bill
I am in complete disagreement with him
today, as I was yesterday, that this nec-
essarily would raise power rates, or has
any direct relation tfo an increase or de-
crease of the power rates.

Those who read the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp this morning read the colloguy
between the gentleman from Colorado
[Mr. Carrorr] and the gentleman from
Montana [Mr. D'’Ewart] in which the
gentleman from Montana, a member of
the committee, also said that the evi-
dence did not support the statement that
g reduction to 50 years would change or
increase the power rates.

I again call attention to the fact that
I was for 4 years a member of the Com-
miftee on Irrigation and Reclamation,
and I say that that evidence does not
support the statement that this would
increase power rates; that that is just an
unsupported statement,

Now, to the gentleman from New York
who asked about the length of time, the
present custom and regulation in the De-
partment is that a 40-year period, plus
a 10-year construction period, without
the payment of interest, makes the 50-
year total. There is one project author-
ized as high as 67 years. There is no
project, to my knowledge, authorized
beyond that, and the figure 78 has no
connection with any existing practice in
the Department. I therefore do not call
it a compromise in any sense of the
word. I think a compromise would have
been something between 50 and 67 years.

With reference to existing projects like,
let us say, Central Valley, so ably rep-
resented by the gentlemen from Cali-
fornia [Mr. JounsoN and Mr. GEARHART],
who are here, the evidence has shown
that project can pay itself out in less
time than any time that has been dis-
cussed here, and therefore does not enter
into the picture. The question of cost
of operation being charged against the
project is more pertinent than the num-
ber of years.

I think Congress could properly inves-
tigate the costs of operation of some of
these projects. We would find they
could pay themselves out in less time
than now contemplated. The fact re-
mains that aside from everything else
there is no justification for T8 years,
and that this House should certainly
support the soundness of the proposal
to set a limit at 50 years.

I think it is unfortunate that when
any Member stands on the floor of this
House to defend the soundness of the
finances of the United States, the in-
tegrity of the financial condition of the
United States and its projects, there
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should immediately be raised a charge
of for or against reclamation, of for or
against some hypothetical Power Trust.
Those of us who speak for this amend-
ment are just as much interested in rec-
lamation as those who speak against it.

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. I yield
to my distinguished friend from Cali-
fornia. =

Mr. WELCH. I hope my California
colleague is not trying to convey the im=-
pression to the members of this Com-
mittee who are not as familiar with the
mechanics of the laws or of the bill before
us as some of us are, that the life of the
project, whether it be 40, 60, or 78 years
will cost the Government of the United
States one additional penny.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. They are
reimbursable.

Mr. WELCH. They are reimbursable,
but not out of the Public Treasury.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. I can
argue that point with the gentleman if
he will get me additional time,

Mr. WELCH. This additional time of
repayment does not cost the Federal
Government one dollar.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. I think
it does; yes.

Mr. WELCH. It matters not whether
those projects run, as I said, 40, 60, or 78
years, or to the life of the project.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. It adds
to it indirectly.

Mr. WELCH. It does not add to it
indirectly, if I may say so.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. AllIam
trying to impress upon the Committee
today is that I think a limit of 50 years
as suggested in the amendment of the
gentleman from Iowa is a good limit.

Mr. PLOESER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. I yield.

Mr., PLOESER. I think it must be
recognized by every one of us, whether
it will cost the Government additional
money or not, that no one can write a
law today that will make any particular
project live and be serviceable and use-
ful 78 years from now. The law we write
will not make it serviceable.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California has expired.

Mr. ANGELL. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my own re-
marks at this point in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. ANGELL. Mr. Chairman, there
are no Members in this House who are
more interested in the well-being of the
West than those who reported out this
bill. I am a good friend of reclamation.
I do not want to do anything that will
interfere with its successful operation.
I do not want the Congress to take a posi-
tion that will prevent the people from se-
curing = low-cost hydroelectric power.
Therefore it pains me to state that H. R.
2873, as amended, in my judgment could
be administered so as to be injurious to a
vast region of our Western States. It
needs clarification and safeguards. It
could be construed in a way to break
{aith with the commitments already
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made and our agricultural economy. On
page 4 of House report 880 on this bill it is
shown how it came into being. With such
a birth there is abundant opportunity for
confused wording. From reading the bill
I am convinced that we have such an
ambiguous wording in the bill that no
amount of amending on the floor can
produce a safe result from the standpoint
of the West or a proper return to the
Treasury. If can be interpreted and ap-
plied in several ways. Confusion be-
tween the 78-, 50-, and 40-year periods
mentioned in this bill is such that the
interest-bearing power component period
can be so staggered that the pay-out
would be jeopardized. This could result
in a power rate that would kill western
industry and interfere with national de-
fense. Such a rate could prevent a full
return to the Treasury and could result
in greatly reduced appropriation which
would be a calamity to the West.

This bill will also likely injure western
Army engineer projects. It goes into
subject matter coming under the juris-
diction of the Public Works Committee.
The use of the world “probably” through-
out the bill nullifies any fixed formuia
that this bill purports to establish. This
bill does not insure repayment on a sound
basis. There has not been given oppor-
tunity for full consideration of the bill in

. order to secure safe and sound legisla-

tion. Therefore I feel that this bill
should be given further study on the
points I have raised either here in the
House or in the other bhody.

Mr, LEMKE. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last two words.

Mr. Chairman, this is a very impor-
tant issue and it is the important issue
in this bill. I realize that there is some
misunderstanding. It is true that my
friend from Indiana says he wants to
maintain the present condition. Then
he ought to be for the 78 years, because
the 78 years fill in the gap to make feas-
ible those projects that would not be
feasible since in the bill we take the 3
percent interest component away from
irrigation and give 2 percent of it to the
Treasury and retain only one-half of 1
percent where it used to be 3. This is
the issue.

Again you are mistaken when you say
that all projects are to run for 78 years.
That section of the bill provides “78
years or the life of the project, which-
ever is the shorter.” That is the lan-
guage of the bill itself,

Now let us analyze things a little fur-
ther to see whether the Government
loses any money or not. These are re-
imbursable projects. If for 50 years the
Federal Government received nothing
but the interest at 2 percent it would
have received back its original invest-
ment 100 percent, You cannot get away
from that. Suppose no part of the prin-
cipal is paid for 50 years, the Govern-
ment would have back its original in-
vestment 100 percent and still would
have the original obligation coming
from the power project. Consequently,
it is wrong to assume that the Govern-
ment is going to lose money on this.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr,
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEMKE, I yield to the gentleman
from California.
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Mr. JOHNSON of California. Is it not
a fact that private companies do this
very thing? For instance, the large util-
ity in northern California refinances its
bond issues all the time. When they
come to the end of the 20-year or 40-
year period they refinance and issue a
new set of bonds.

Mr, LEMKE. The gentleman is abso-
lutely correct.

The reason many of these things may
not be understood by Members who are
not on the committee, and this is no
reflection upon them, is because this is
a technical bill. There were different
viewpoints, but we have gotten together,

Mr, Chairman, I want to read now a
letter I have just received from the Na-
tional Reclamation Association, one of
the most powerful and useful organiza-
tions in America. This letter is ad-
cli;essed to me and is dated January 21,
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DEeAr REPRESENTATIVE LEMEE: The National
Reclamation Assoclation is much concerned
as to the disposition which might be made
of H. R. 2873 by the House of Representatives
today.

This legislation is of vital concern to the
Nation as well as to reclamation developmen
in the West, as was so well pointed out by
you in the debate on this bill Tuesday.

You and your colleagues also called atten-
tion in the House debate to the faect that last
spring the report of the Appropriations Com-
mittee of the Senate contained a recom-
mendation pointing out that legislation on
this particular subject should be passed at
the earliest possible moment.

Reason for such legislation comes from
the necessity of clarifying the reclamation
laws and bring to an end the continued con-
troversy which has come from diverse inter-
pretations of those laws.

The Irrigation and Reclamation Committee
of the House has had such legislation under
consideration for a period of more than
3 years. The legislation is difficult and in-
volved. However, after extensive hearings
the Public Lands Committee reported this
amended bill which is now before the House,
The language of the bill has been most care=
fully studied and considered, not only by
interested parties but by the committee
which heard the bill. To amend it further
would most likely only lead to further mis-
interpretation and prolonged complications.
It should also be observed that further
amendments may bring difficult questions of
administration.

The annual convention of the National
Reclamation Association, held in October 1947
after this bill had been reported by the Public
Lands Committee, unanimously endorsed it.

It is my conviction, Congressman, that this
legislation is of such national import that it
is worthy of the support of every section of
the country, and it is my earnest hope that
it may be approved in its present form.

Sincerely yours,
Harry E, PoLk, President.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from North Dakota has ex-
pired.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman may proceed for two addi-
tional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. LEMEKE. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. I am
not clear on the gentleman’s statement
that you have to have 78 years because
of the change in the interest component.
How can the gentleman say that when
the Solicitor’s opinion was not handed
down until 1944 and these projects were
approved before.that? It is perfectly
evident to me that 78 years is not essen-
tially a figure involved in the approval
of the project.

Mr. LEMKE. I would say that recla-
mation is growing. We are spending
millions of dollars in the Missouri River
Basin alone; I think something like two
hundred or three hundred million dollars,
and there are many new projects con-
nected with that that are absolutely
essential to make it feasible.

These are perfectly sound, the same
as a loan by the Federal land banks,
That is feasible if they give me enough
time to pay it, but if they do not give
me enough time, it is not feasible.
But still it is perfectly sound. There-
fore, in view of the fact that the pri-
vate corporations keep on renewing many
of their loans, running far more than
78 years—some of them run up to 100
years or more—I feel there can be no
legitimate objection to 78 years.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from North Dakota has ex-
pired.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr, Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, when you go out West
and look at those dams, if you know any-
thing about depreciation, you will not
come to the conclusion that they are
going to disappear within a few months
or a few years. If we are building dams
out there and putting our money into
them with the idea that they are not
going to be any good 50 years from now,
you better stop your building. If you
ride over New England, you will find
frame homes in- perfect condition that
have lasted anywhere from 75 to 125
years. You can go into the South and
see log cabins that have been standing
for 75 to 80 years, and still habitable, and
if you put a little new plaster on the
walls, they will probably be in good shape
for another 50 years. :

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr, Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAWFORD, I yield.

Mr. McDONOUGH. That certainly is
not the point of this amendment,

Mr. CRAWFORD. Oh, yes. I will
make another point. That is just one
point.

Mr. McDONOUGH. 1 think in fair-
ness the gentleman should state it is not
that the project is no longer——

Mr. CRAWFORD. Just a moment.
The gentleman has not heard what I am
going to say, so I decline to yield
further.

Mr. McDONOUGH. It is a question
for the Government to get out of the
picture so that we ean loan money on
other projects.

Mr. CRAWFORD. I did not yield
further.

Now, we have another point. You are
proposing to sell water and power. You

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

are proposing to sell it to them. If you
sell goods and services to the American
people, you generally have to sell them
at a price that the buyer is willing to buy;
at a price that he is willing to pay. So,
when I go out here and build a factory or
to buy an automobile or a truck, I figure
on what the cost of the truck is and how
long it will last me and what it will be
worth to me while I am using it, and if
the price is out of reach, I do nof buy it.
So, you can go out here and make a study
and see whether or not the project is
feasible from an economic standpoint;
that is, whether or not it will produce
something that you can sell at a price
which the market will absorb. You have
two propositions. You have the life of
the project and you have the proposition
as to whether or not the customer can
afford to pay for it. Now, that is another
point I wanted to make before the gentle-
man drew a conclusion about what I was
going to say. If the project is going to de-
preciate and disappear within 50 years,
certainly you do not want to extend your
time to 50 or 78 years. If it is going to
stand there 100 years and you can sell
its products to the people and let them
pay out on the basis of 78, that is just as
sound as any other project we have in
the United States. You could depreciate
a factory so rapidly you could not com-
pete in the market.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New Mexico. -

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Going one step
further, you do not sell those power proj-
ects to the people. When you get
through paying for them under this pro-
gram, they still belong to the Govern-
ment. The Government is building them
for the use of the people and requiring
them to pay for them in 50 years when,
as & matter of fact, when they get
through paying for them they still be-
long to the Government and not the
people.

Mr, CRAWFORD. Now, let us get
down to the question of changing the
time from 67 to 78 years by mutual con-
senf, you might say. The people who
have done the calculating as to how this
thing will work out from an amortization
standpoint say this, and I am now refer-
ring to the Assistant Secretary of the De-
partment of the Interior in his statement

Chairman,

'to a member of the committee, referring

to the 67-year proposition which had pre-
viously been established. The Depart-
ment accepted that.

This was not unacceptable to the Depart-
ment, in the light of the fact that it was
coupled with provision for application, in aid
of irrigation, of all of the interest returned
on the power investment, However, when it
appeared that only a portion of the interest
returned on the power investment might be
used to help pay off irrigation costs, then it
became necessary to extend the period for
amortization of power costs, if rates were to
be kept at a level that would permit the dis-
position of large blocks of power.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman frem Michigan has expired.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr, Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to proceed for
three additional minutes.
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. CRAWFORD. You cannot con-
tinue to run Grand Coulee and Bonne-
ville on an economically feasible basis
unless you sell those big blocks of power,
Go up there and look at the situation.
The transmission lines are tied in like
a piece of fabric through your whole
Pacific Northwest. Seattle, Tacoma,
Portland, and the other towns are tied
into the piece. Your communities are all
tied together. You are today furnishing
65 percent of the kilowatt hours used
by all the people. It is accepted by every-
body. The people who own the private
transmission lines and the private power
companies are just as agreeable to this
as the people who have no finanecial in-
terest whatever in the transmission or
the power plants. You have made it a
part of the economic structure of that
section of the country, and you have to
provide rates which will take care of the
stand-by call for big blocks of power at
a rate the public can afford to pay. That
is the economic fact you are up against.
So the Assistant Secretary of the Interior
says:

It became necessary to extend the period
for amortization of power costs if rates were
to be kept at a level that would permit the
disposition of large blocks of power. The
compromise, therefore, included extension
of the amortization period from the 67 years
you had originally proposed to 78 years. By
formal communication from the Commis-
sloner of Reclamation to the chalrman of
the Public Land Committee, the 78-year
amortization period was specified as the min-
imum which the Department could approve
in the light of the limitation proposed in
the division of the interest rates.

It is a question of calculations as
minute as those which determine the
mortality tables in our insurance con-
tracts between private holders of in-
surance policies and the insurance com-
panies themselves. It comes down to the
cold-blooded economic facts. You should
not disturb this situation here by this
amendment.

Mr. R Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that all debate
on the pending amendment and all
amendments thereto close in 20 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Colorado?

There was no objection,

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
HARLESS].

Mr. HARLESS of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, a great deal has been said here
concerning whether or not the Govern-
ment is going to lose money in permit-
ting the extension of these projects to
a period of 78 years. I can point out
to you where the Government will ac-
tually lose money if you do not permit
the extension of the projects to a longer
period than 50 years. When many of
the projects which are now under con-
struction were authorized, the cost of
construction was much lower than it is
now. It has taken 10 years to complete
some of these projects. But when the
authorization was made, the labor and
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material costs and other items of cost of
construction were low compared to what
they are now. To fix the period of
amortization at 50 years for these proj-
ects which were started, let us say, 10
years ago, or 8 years ago, or which were
authorized for a period of time 7 years
ago, would be manifestly unfair and un-
real. Let us take the Big Thompson
project in Colorado, as an example, where
the cost jumped from $55,000,000 to over
$100,000,000 purely because the cost of
construction went up. To amortize that
project over a period of 50 years would
put the project out of business. The
Federal Government has already in-
vested up to $50,000,000 or more on that
project. It would mean the Govern-
ment would lose that investment, If
this project is held to a 50-year amor-
tization period it will fail. This is not
an expenditure; it is an investment of
money. The Government in 50 years
on the interest alone will receive its re-
turn, if you permit the projects to go
forward in a healthy condition. All you
want to do is to get the Government’s
money back and to make these particu-
lar projects healthy. If the Government
is going to come out on this proposition,
we must make the project healthy.
Anyone who will fight to limit the period
of time so as to prevent a project from
becoming healthy is not in favor of irri-
gation and reclamation.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr, Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?
Mr. HARLESS of Arizona. I yield to

the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. McCORMACK. Coming from a
distriet which has no reclamation proj-
ect in it, but always having voted as I
felt for what was in the national interest
and not from a sectional viewpoint, it
seems to me that the argument made by
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Crawrorp] is a very powerful and con-
vincing one on this particular question.
Whatever doubts I may have had prior
to that, I want to state frankly that the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Craw-
¥orpl, in his clear and analytical way,
dissipated them. Some of these proj-
ects that are being built are going to last
for hundreds of years. They will serve
a public purpose, I feel that my people
in New England will receive benefits in-
directly from these great projects. That
is a matter of national concern. It
seems to me that the convincing logic of
the various speakers, and particularly
spearheaded by the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. Crawrorp], has con-
vinced the Members that we ought to
support the committee. Bear in mind
that this is a unanimous report of the
committee, and they are all hard-headed
individuals representing all shades of
thought and opinion.

Mr. HARLESS of Arizona. I wish to
thank the distinguished gentleman from
Massachusetts. He has shown wise and
fair judgment in his actions. We from
the West wish we had more eastern Con-
gressmen who would exercise such broad
and forward-looking viewpoints.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
SmiTal,
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Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Chair-
man, I do not believe there is a Member
of Congress who can look ahead T8 years.
But every Member does know that the
78-year amortization period will have
the effect of loading more of the cost
onto our posterity.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Does the gentleman think anyone can
look ahead to infinity? The fact is that
the present law leaves it to the discretion
of the Secretary of the Interior without
any limitation as to the number of years.
It is his judgment as to what is a rea-
sonable term of years. He looks ahead
to infinity before prescribing the rates.

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Are you sug-
gesting that he ought to make it 100
years or 150 years?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. No, I am
not. But I am saying that under the
present law he can. This bill proposes
to change the law by placing a limita-
tion when at the present time there is
no limitation.

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. The proper an-
swer to your position would be to make
it 50 years, if you want to place a limi-
tation, as you suggest.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Then the
debate should be on what would be
reasonable economics.

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I do not believe
that changes my proposition in the least.
I still contend that the burden will fall
largely upon our posterity. Of course,
that is quite in keeping with the mental-
ity of the Congress—charge it to future
generations.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. SmiTH] has
expired.

Mr. FERNANDEZ, Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. WapsworTH] asked the
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. MURDOCK]
a question, rather in jest I think. He
asked him if he thought a 99-year lease
could be compared to a mortgage such
as they were talking about here. When
you come to think about it, that is ex-
actly what it is, a lease and not a mort-
gage. When the people who are paying
the power rates sufficient to reimburse
the Government for the principal and
interest, have paid out the principal, the
Government still owns the plant. As a
matter of fact, they have not paid a
mortgage, else they would own the plant.
They have paid on a lease for a definite
term of years that we have provided, at a
power or rental rate sufficient to repay
the Government in that period of years,
but after it has paid out the Government
still owns the project and can continue
charging the same rate.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, FERNANDEZ., 1 yield.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Is it not in-
escapable that if they put a limitation of
50 years in here we will have to raise the
electric rates on some of these projects?

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Undoubtedly, I
do not have the record before me, but you
will find the record is replete with evi-
dence to that effect. On some projects
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we will have to raise the rates consider-
ably; not only that, but charts were made,
both by the proponents and the oppo-
nents of this matter, and they are in the
record. What we started to do was to
amend the 3 percent and see to it that
the principal and interest were paid.
Then they asked us to put in a limita-
tion of 50 years. That was entirely too
short. Some projects cannot be built and
paid for in 50 years. ' They just would
not be built. As to Congress being re-
Iuctant to allow more than 50 years, as
stated by the gentleman from New York,
perhaps that is the reason the Bureau
of Reclamation has never asked for
more than 50 years or 69 years, and the
latter was in one case only. So they
would no doubt continue to do the same
thing under this law, and will ask for
an additional period only where absolute-
ly necessary. But undoubtedly the Bu-
reau of Reclamation will continue to try
to get projects to pay out in 50 years
where possible.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr, FERNANDEZ, I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Is it not true that
the point in this legislation is not so much
the rate of the interest or the period for
which these projects will repay them-
selves as it is the fact that primarily this
is helping to develop the country and
looking after the welfare of the people?

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Undoubtedly.
There are some of these projects now
that simply cannot be built unless this
Government builds them; unless the
Government invests the money, and
leases it to the people at a rate which
will eventually pay back the Govern-
ment the money it has invested. . That
is all the law provides. That is all that
is required. But the Government still
owns the plant when it is paid for. Un-
der the circumstances, I do not think
we are out of order in considering it dif-
ferent from a mortgage, in giving a long-
er period of time in such cases where it
is necessary. As far as I am concerned,
I think the life of the project should be
the limit. But members of the committee
finally compromised on this 78-year pe-
riod. I hope that this committee will
back up the Committee on Public Lands
who studied this matter so seriously and
so carefully over such a long period of
time.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New Mexico has ex-
pired.

The gentleman from South Dakota
[Mr. Casg] is recognized for 4 minutes.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, I think it will help the Mem-
bers if we understand what the present
law provides, and compare that with
what the pending bill proposes.

At the present time there are two
agencies of the Government that build
dams for power; one is the Army engi-
neers and the other is the Bureau of
Reclamation. They are the two agen-
cies which construct dams that produce
hydroelectric energy.

What is the present law on power
charges?
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I have in my hand the Flood Control
Act of 1944—Public Law 534, Seventy-
eighth Congress. It prescribes rates and
how they shall be fixed on power dams
built by the Army engineers where the
power is sold by the Secretary of the
Interior. The present law states:

Sec. 5. Electric power and energy generated
at reservoir projects under the control of the
War Department and in the opinion of the
Secretary of War not required in the op-
eration of such projects, shall be delivered
to the Secretary of the Interior, who shall
transmit and dispose of such power and en-
ergy In such manner as to encourage the
most widespread use thereof at the lowest
possible rates to consumers consistent with
sound business principles, the rate schedules
to become effective upon confirmation and
approval by the Federal Power Commission.
Rate schedules shall be drawn having re-
gard to the recovery (upon the basis of the
application of such rate schedules to the
capacity of the electric facilities of the proj-
ects) of the cost of producing and trans-
mitting such electric energy, including the
amortization of the capital investment allo-
cated to power over a reasonable period of
years. Preference in the sale of such power
and energy shall be given to public bodies
and cooperatives. The Secretary of the In-
terior is authorized, from funds to be appro-
priated by the Congress, to construct or ac-
quire, by purchase or other agreement, only
such transmission lines and related facilities
as may be necessary in order to make the
power and energy generated at said projects
available in wholesale quantities for sale on
fair and reasonable terms and conditions to
facilities owned by the Federal Government,
public bodies, cooperatives, and privately
owned companies. All moneys received from
such sales shall be deposited in the Treas-
ury of the United States as miscellaneous
receipts.

The pertinent sentence is this one:

Rate schedules shall be drawn having re-
gard to the recovery (upon the basis of the
application of such rate schedules to the
capacity of the electric facilities of the proj-
ects) of the cost of producing and trans-
mitting such electric energy, including the
amortization of the capital investment allo-
cated to power over a reasonable period of
years,

It will be noted there are really three
components to figure in determining
rates—the cost of producing and trans-
mitting, including amortization of capital
investment. This means operation and
maintenance in reclamation language,
and construction charges with interest to
amortize the capital investment.

In other words, the law on Army engi-
neer projects is that the power sold by
the Secretary of the Interior from Army
engineer dams must keep up operation
and maintenance and repay construction
charges with interest, but has infinity as
to the number of years within which the
construction costs may be repaid. The
law—read it for yourself—does not say
50 years or 75 years. It simply says
“over a reasonable period of years.”

And what is the law with respect to
power from projects constructed by the
Secretary of the Interior and the Bu-
reau of Reclamation?

I call your attention to the existing
law, which you will find on page 6 of the
committee report, section 9 (c), the lat-
ter half of which, dealing with power,
reads as follows:

Any eale of electric power or lease of
power privileges, made by the Secretary in
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connection with the operation of any project
or division of a project, shall be for such
periods not to exceed 40 years and at such
rates as, in his judgment, will produce power
revenues at least sufficlent to cover an appro-
priate share of the annual operation and
maintenance cost, interest on an appropriate
share of the construction investment at not
less than 3 percent per annum, and such
other fixed charges as the Secretary deems
proper: Provided further, That in said sales
or leases preference shall be given to munici-
palities and other public corporations or
agencies; and also to cooperatives and other
nonprofit organizations financed in whole or
in part by loans made pursuant to the Rural
Electrification Act of 1936 and any amend-
ments thereof. Nothing in this subsection
shall be applicable to provisions in exzisting
contracts made pursuant to law for the use
of power and miscellaneous revenues of a
project for the benefit of users of water from
such project. The provisions of this subsec-
tion respecting the terms of sales of electric
power and leases of power privileges shall be
in addition and alternative to any authority
in existing laws relating to particular proj-
ects. No contract relating to municipal water
supply or miscellaneous purposes or to elec-
tric power or power privileges shall be made
unless, in the judgment of the Secretary, it
will not impair the efficiency of the project
for frrigation purposes.

So the present law provides three com-
ponents for the power from reclamation-
built dams. First, enough to cover an
appropriate share of the annual opera-
tion and maintenance; second, interest
on a proper share of the construction in-
vestment of not less than 3 percent, and
third, such other fixed charges as the
Secretary deems proper.

The present reclamation law then
places no limit as to the number of years
for the repayment that the Secretary of
the Interior provides. Not only that, it
does not even require the Secretary of the
Interior to get back the cost of construc-
tion. He only has to get back operation
and maintenance and 3 percent interest.

This point in this bill, as I understand
its history, came up because someone
had ruled that that was all the Secre-
tary had to provide, that he did not have
to provide any more than the collection
of operation and maintenance, plus 3
percent, perhaps for infinity. And here
is the simple wording of the act to sup-
port that interpretation.

There is no requirement that the Sec-
retary get back construction costs. The
law merely says “And such other fixed
charges as the Secretary deems proper.”
If he deemed no other fixed charges
proper, he would assess none and there
was no requirement that he ever get back
any construction other than a minimum
of 3 percent interest. The only refer-
ence to years is the limitation of 40 years
on the life of a sales contract to a power
distributor or consumer; that has noth-
ing to do with the time for repayment
to the Government. So, again there is
no time limit within which repayment
must be made, only infinity for interest.

The bill before us proposes to change
all that and requires that there shall
be four components in the charge for
power. First, operation and mainte-
nance; second, the return within 78 years
of the cost of construction, plus interest
at 215 percent. It combines those two
components in one clause (2), construc-
tion costs coming back within 78 years
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plus 2145 percent interest; and then final-
ly in clause (3) a further interest charge
of one-half of 1 percent may be made
and the funds from that would be used to
help irrigation.

In other words, the hill is infinitely bet-
ter than the present law and the com-
mittee is to be commended for having
put some brakes on the situation.

Under permission given in the House,
I will insert the language from the bill
for convenient comparison with the ex-
isting law which I have cited:

Any sale of electric power or lease of power
privileges made by the Secretary in con-
nection with the operation of any project
or division of a project shall be for such
period, not to exceed 50 years, and at rates
as in his judgment will produce power reve-
nues which, together with power revenues
from all other sales or leases or power privi-
leges, will be at least sufficient to cover (1)
an appropriate share of the annual opera-
tion and maintenance cost, including rea-
sonable provision for replacements; (2) the
return, within 78 years from the date upon
which each feature becomes revenue pro-
ducing or the useful life of such feature,
whichever may be the shorter, of an appro-
priate share of the construction investment
properly allocable by the Secretary to com-
mercial power, together with interest on the
unpald balance at a rate of not less than
21 percent per annum; (3) the return, with-
out interest, within a reasonable period of
years not exceeding the useful life of the
irrigation features, and with respect to each
irrigation block, in a pericd conforming so
far as practicable to the period within which
water users are required to repay their share
of the irrigation costs, of that share of the
investment found by the Secretary pursuant
to subsection 9 (a) hereof to be properly
allocable to irrigation but assigned for re-
turn from net power revenues: Provided,
That the power revenues to be applied to-
ward the fulfillment of the obligation to re-
turn that share of the investment found by
the SBecretary pursuant to section 9 (a) here-
of to be properly allocable to irrigation but
assigned for return from net power revenues
may include no more than one-fifth of the
revenues derived from the interest compo-
nent of power rates in addition to any and
all sums otherwise assigned for such pur-
pose from power revenues: Provided further,
That all revenues derived from the interest
component of power rates not so assigned
shall be accounted for as interest and shall,
together with all other moneys so required
to be returned to the United States, he re-
turned to the United States as provided by
the act of May 9, 1938 (52 Stat. 291, 318);
and (4) such other costs and fixed charges
as the Secretary deems proper. In said sales
or leases preference shall be given to mu-
nicipalities and other publie corporations or
agencies; and also to cooperatives and other
nonprofit organizations financed in whole or
in part by loans made pursuant to the Rural
Electrification Act of 1936 and any amend-
ments thereof. Nothing in this subsection
shall be applicable to provisions In existing
contracts, made pursuant to law, for the
use of power and miscellaneous revenue of
a project for the benefit of users of water
from such project, and the provisions of this
subsection respecting the terms of sales of
electric power and leases of power privileges
shall be in addition to and alternative to
any authority in existing laws relating to
particular projects. No contract relating to
municipal water supply or miscellaneous pur-
poses or to electric or power privileges shall
be made unless in the judgment of the Sec-~
retary, it will not impair the efficlency of
the project for irrigation purposes.
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from South Dakota has ex-
pired.

The gentleman from Wyoming [Mr.
BarreTT] is recognized for 4 minutes.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I believe we should
know precisely what the situation is at
the present time as far as the law is
concerned. The gentleman from Indi-
ana made the statement that these proj-
ects have a 10-year development period
and then they are required to be paid
out at the end of a 40-year period there-
after. He is mistaken about that. The
gentleman from South Dakota has
stated the situation precisely as it exists.
I can see where this confusion arises.
It is true that as far as that part of the
cost of construction that is to be repaid
by the farmers is concerned, there is a
10-year development period and the
farmer is then required to pay the cost
of construction allocated to him over a
period of 40 years without interest.

Now, what is the situation as far as
the power portion of the cost of con-
struction is concerned? As the gentle-
man from South Dakota has pointed out,
the law at the present time requires that
that portion of the construction cost allo-
cated to power must be repaid over a
reasonable period of years, limited only
by the useful life of the project.

What is the effect of the pending
amendment? The effect of the gentle-
man’s amendment is to prejudice the
irrigation farmer. It has no effect what-
soever on the power end of the project,
but it is a terrific handicap to the irri-
gation farmer, That is all it is.

I may say to the genfleman from
Indiana that under the law as it exists
at the present time and under the prac-
tice followed by the Bureau of Reclama-
tion, the great majority of these power
projects are paid out over a period of
60 years and not 50 years. So his amend-
ment is really a restriction on the prac-
tice that exists at the present time.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BARRETT. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. The gen-
tleman knows that all of the projects
that have been authorized thus far have
been based on a policy of 50 years’ amor-
tization; does he not?

Mr. BARRETT. No; I do not know
that.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. It is not
going to cause any more hardship to
continue that practice; is it?

Mr. BARRETT. I do not agree with
the gentleman.

Mr. HARNESS of Indiana. They
have not suffered in the past. Why does
the gentleman now say it is going to
cause them a great deal of harm?

Mr. BARRETT. The gentleman is
mistaken. The projects are estimated
so far as cost is concerned over a period
of 50 years in the beginning, that is true,
but as far as the actual pay-out is con-
cerned the average pay-out is 60 years.
So the gentleman is absolutely mistaken
when he says it does not affect the irri-
gation farmer.
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Now, why does it affect the irrigation
farmer? The fact of the matter is that
irrigation can only pay a portion of the
cost of constructing its part of the proj-
ect. Power must pay the balance. If
we provide that power can repay its por-
tion of the cost over a period of 78 years,
it is a certainty that it can pay more
than if we require it to repay the cost of
construction of the power installation
over a period of 50 years.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wyoming has eXpired.

All time has expired. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Indiana [Mr, HARNESS].

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. HarNess of Indi-
ana), there were—ayes 48, noes 59.

So the amendment was rejected,

Mr. ROCKWELL. Mr. Chairman, I
move that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. DonpERO, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Commit-
tee, having had under consideration the
bill (H. R, 2873) to amend certain pro-
visions of the Reclamation Project Act of
1939, had come to no resolution thereon.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. MANSFIELD asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include an editorial appear-
ing in the Washington Evening Star,
January 21.

Mr, SADOWSKI asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a resolution adopted
by the Detroit Teachers Association.

Mr. KILBURN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include a statement by his
colleague, the gentleman from New York
[Mr. GamsrE].

Mr. DAWSON of Utah asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Recorp and include a statement
he made before a Senate committee.

Mr. McDONOUGH asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the REcorp in two instances.

Mr. PLOESER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp in two instances.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
Speaker, in revising the remarks I made
in Committee this afternoon, I ask
unanimous consent that I may insert the
exact provision of the law to which I
referred.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from South
Dakota?

There was no objection.

Mr. LEMEKE, Mr. Speaker, in con-
nection with the remarks I made in
Committee this afternoon I ask unani-
mous consent to include a letter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from North
Dakota?

There was no objection.

Mr. ARNOLD asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a newspaper article,
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NATIONAL HEART ACT

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to address the House for
1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Wis-
consin?

There was no objection.

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Speaker, I take this
moment simply to call attention to the
fact that I am today introducing a piece
of legislation whieh I conceive to be of
far-reaching importance to the people of
America which is entitled and may be
cited as the National Heart Act. It re-
lates to an effort on part of those in-
terested in the public-health activities of
the United States to do some reclaim-
ing of the human reserves of these
United States. We have spent a lot of
time talking about reclamation in the
last few days, and the people of America
are much interested in what this Con-
gress is going to do in initiating and
carrying forward the program which we
started last year to provide adequate
research into the entire field of cardio-
vascular diseases. This bill is the next
step in implementing that program that
the people of America are demanding.

The SPEAKER. Under previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
Vermont [Mr. PLuMrLEY] is recognized
for 20 minutes.

POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY

‘Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Speaker, some
years ago I compiled and revised a pam-
phlet which I called The Making of a
Congressman.

I have made it a practice to see that
each newly elected Member has had a
copy. As a result many have sought to
amplify the information contained in the
pamphlet by seeking further information
from me.

I have found that what bothers the
newly elect most is to know how to find
out how to vote; what and how much at-
tention should he pay to pressure groups,
so-called, or/and to hostile criticism of
his votes; and a half dozen other matters
growing out of the three questions above
suggested. So when they have come to
me, after I have tried to tell them the
sources of information on which they can
rely, I have called their attention to the
statement of Edmund Burke relating to
the duties and obligations of a repre-
sentative of the people, and to the phi-
losophy of Benjamin Franklin, antedated
by that of Epictetus, and followed by that
of Abraham Lincoln. .

I have been asked to prepare and make
this speech and later to have it made a
part of The Making of a Congressman,
which latter I intend to do.

EDMUND EUREE
Edmund Burke said:

Certainly, gentlemen, it ought to be the
happiness and glory of a representative to
live in the strictest union, the closest cor-
respondence, and the most unreserved com-
munication with his constituents. Their
wishes ought to have great weight with him;
their opinion high respect; their business un-
remitted attention. It is his duty to sacri-
flce his repose, his pleasure, his satisfactions,

‘to theirs, and above all, ever and in all

cases, to prefer their interest to his own.
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But, his unbiased opinion, his mature judg-
ment, his enlightened conscience, he ought
not to sacrifice to you; to any man, or to
any set of men living. These he does not de-
rive from your pleasure; no, nor from the law
and the Constitution. They are a trust from
Providence, for the abuse of which he is
deeply answerable, Your representative owes
you, not his industry only, but his judgment;
and he betrays, instead of serving you, if he
sacrifices it to your opinion.
BENJAMIN FRANELIN

Benjamin FranKlin said:

We must not in the course of public life
expect immediate approbation and immedi-
ate grateful acknowledgment of our serv-
ices, but let us persevere through abuse and
even injury. The internal satisfaction of a
good consclence is always present, and time
will do us justice in the minds of the people,
even of those at present the most prejudiced
against us.

EPICTETUS

Epictetus said, long before that:
Is a little oil spilt,
A little wine stolen,
Say to yourself—
This is the purchase
Paid for peace, for
Tranquillity, and nothing
Is to be had for nothing.
Be content to be
Thought foolish and stupid.
Do not wish to be thought
To know—and though
You appear to others
To he somebody—distrust
Yourself!
Remember that
You are an actor
In a drama of
Such a kind as the
Author pleases to make it.
If short, of a short one;
If long, of a long one.
It is your business
To act well the character
Assigned you; to choose it
Is another's.

POLITICAL EXPEDIENCY

Then I have volunteered out of expe-
rience to venture the statement that
there are no such words as “political ex-
pediency” in the vocabulary of anybody
who “hews to the line of right,” does and
votes as he sees the right, let the chips
fall where they may.

ABRAHAM LINCOLN

And finally, we all may well listen to
Lincoln, who said:

Let us have faith that right makes might,
and in that faith let us to the end dare
to do our duty as we understand it,

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. MURDOCK asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks and include a lefter.

The SPEAEER. Under previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Kan-
sas [Mr. REEs] is recognized for 10
minutes.

A PRELIMINARY REPORT ON A SURVEY
AND STUDY OF THE POSTAL'SERVICE

Mr. REES. Mr. Speaker, the House
Post Office and Civil Service Committee
has unanimously approved a preliminary
report to this House, summing up activi-
ties of the committee pursuant to House
Resolution 176. This resolution, among
other things, authorized and directed the
committee to conduct a survey and study
of the postal service. When this study
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was directed, Members of this House
pointed to the need for a survey as a
preliminary to action on the rate-revision
bill recommended by the Post Office and
Civil Service Committee. Hope was ex-
pressed by some that ways and means
might be found whereby the entire postal
deficit of $300,000,000 annually might be
resolved by economies.

This report represents the combined
efforis of the members of the committee
who have diligently concerned them-
selves with this problem and approached
it in a constructive manner. I want
again to commend the membership of
our committee for their fine cooperation
in dealing with this important problem.
We have pointed to substantial savings.
Our committee estimates that, based
upon its findings, there could be savings
in the amount of $50,000,000 annually if
certain changes are made in organiza-
tion, procedures, and use of modern me-
chanical equipment.

The suggested savings of an estimated
$50,000,000 are considered in such items
as replacing postal notes and money or-
ders by a prepunched card; by complete
utilization of space, reduction of de-
ficiency time, and using less expensive
forms of transportation in the railway
mail service; elimination of unnecessary
special-delivery forms and clerical work;
the proper allocation of the air-mail sub-
sidy; simplifying the payment of insur-
ance claims; and items included in addi-
tional new services.

All these items are discussed in the
preliminary report and I commend them
for your study and consideration. I be-
lieve there are a number of changes in
mechanization in the handling of mail
that would result in annual savings of
several million dollars. Such changes,
of course, would require time to procure
equipment, train the employees, and
amortize the initial cost of such equip-
ment.

It should be pointed out that even
though savings can be made in line with
the committee’s report, costs of the
postal service are rising rather rapidly.
For example, since this study was au-
thorized the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission has granted an interim increase
in payments to railroads to carry mail
in the amount of $37,000,000 annually.
At the same time there is a continual loss
of $9,000,000 per month in the delay in
the enactment of the postal-rate in-
crease. This deficiency is, of course,
charged to the Federal Treasury.

The members of the Post Office and
Civil Service Committee have spent con-
siderable time and effort since the end
of the first session in exploring every
possible avenue of savings. We have
proceeded with this study with a mini-
mum expenditure of funds by utilizing
to the maximum the committee staff, the
facilities of the General Accounting
Office, and the traffic engineers on the
staffs of large mailers. We are supple-
menting this by the assignment of spe-
cific problems to management engineers.

Seven of the largest post offices have
been visited by members of the commit-
tee and the stafl as a means of seeking
out where economies might be made.
They have discussed postal problems and
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ideas for improvements with local postal
officials and employees, and held public
hearings at which large mailers, editors
and publishers, and the general public
participated. These visits also served as
a means of checking, on the ground,
recommendations which were being
considered.

Fifteen subcommittees were appointed
to consider matters of general concern
to the postal service and to determine
within their respective jurisdiction:

First. What new services could be
added which would pay their own way
and possibly show a profit?

Second. What charges are being as-
sessed against the service not properly
the responsibility of the service?

Third. Where could economies be
placed into effect?

Fourth. Where could the service be
improved?

We have found several answers to these
questions. Answers that I believe you
Members of the House, should know.
Answers that I should like to outline
briefly.

For every dollar of indemnity paid on
insured mail, it is costing the Post Office
Department $5.50 in administrative and
investigative expense.

In one Federal building where the
postal service is paying $561,000 annually
for maintenance and custodial services,
less than 7 percent of the space is occu-
pied by the post office.

There is a need for better controls over
subsidy payments (o air lines for carry-
ing air mail. For example, one air line
was paid seven times as much money in
9 months of 1947 than it received in all
of 1946, and in this 9 months carried
200,000 less pounds of air mail than in
15946.

Under the current rate set up for mail
pay, railroads are paid on a round-trip
basis and it is more profitable for them
to send the cars back empty than to
fill them with nonpostal commedities
and freight. This empty space is paid
for by the Department at the rate of
over $18,000,000 annually.

This year in the old-line departments
and agencies—excepting the Department
of National Defense—the use of penalty
mail increased almost 4,000,000 pieces
over last year.

The results of the surveys of the large
post offices, subcommittee hearings and
digests of material submitted for the con-
sideration of the committee, appear in a
summarized form at the beginning of
the preliminary report of the committee,

I am including this summary in the
Recorp for the information of the Mem-
bers.

Again, let me suggest that I believe
Members of the House will find the in-
formation in this report to be worthy of
your attention in the consideration of
problems relating to the postal service.
COMMITTEE SURVEYS OF SEVEN OF THE LARGEST

POST OFFICES

Surveys were made by members of the
committee, and the committee staff, at the
following large post offices: New York City,
Chicago, San Francisco, Dallas, Houston,
Minneapolis, and Los Angeles. Similar sur-
veys and studies were scheduled at New Or-
leans and Nashville, but were postponed be-
cause of the special session of c:mgrees. With
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respect to the committee surveys of the seven
post offices referred to above, the findings of
the committee are as follows:

1. Mechanization of the facing, primary,
and secondary separation operations will re-
sult in savings not only in these operations,
but in reducing the costly separation of mails
in transit.

As an example of what might be antle-
ipated in mechanization of primary and
secondary separation functions of the Post
Office Department, one meachine, manufac-
tured under a foreign patent, will sort 3,000
items per man-hour as compared to 1,200 to
1,600 items per man-hour by hand.

This machine also has the following ad-
vantages:

(a) As already stated, by using the ma-
chine 3,000 items may be sorted per man-
hour as compared to the speed of sorting by
hand which is 1,600 articles per hour for
preliminary sorting and 1,200 for final
sorting.

(b) In the case of mechanical sorting, mail
can be sorted for some hundreds of destina-
tions in one single operation by less experi-
enced personnel.

(¢) Owing to the fact that the machines
automatically collect in one receptacle all
articles for the same destination though
dealt with at different keyboards, further
collection becomes unnecessary. This greatly
simplifies transport, and precludes errors in
dispatch as the result of inadvertently com-
bining batches of letters for different desti-
nations.

{d) The postal matter to be sorted is con-
veniently placed within the operator’'s reach.
Each letter is automatically carried to the
same spot in front of him, a slight movement
of the hand being all that is required to deal
with each article.

(e) The number of articles sorted is regis-
tered by a counting apparatus, thus affording
an additional means of checking the output
of each operator.

(f) Each article sorted is so marked that
it is easy to trace by whom a sorting error
has been made.

(g) A reduction in the number of appli-
ances used, tending to simplify the task of
supervision.

(h) The number of supervisors can be re-
duced because the output of each sorter is
automatically registered and fewer sorters
are required.

(1) In the case of the sorting installation,
the letters are dropped into a slot from which
the receptacles are at some distance. Con-
sequently, the emptying of the receptacles
in no way disturbs the stafl cperating the
machines,

(j) The machine sorts the articles into
receptacles, automatically stacking them in
regular piles. In the case of sorting by hand
this stacking depends on the individual sort-
er's sense of neatness.

(k) In the case of a sorting machine, the
keyboard represents the area of operation.
This can easily be lighted artificially. To
obtain a similar effect in using a sorting case,
each pigeonhole would have to be artificially
lighted.

2. Replacing the money order and postal
note by a machine-record card, Kkey-
punched for electrical accounting at the time
of issue, will substantially reduce the £35,-
000,000 annual loss in these items.

3. One large post office maintains daily
records of operating costs, which are used
for management purposes. Savings directly
attributed to these data are far in excess of
the cost of keeping such records, Some post
offices collect cost data by periodic checks,
These data have been helpful in determin-
ing the costs of handling the various classes
of mail, The collection of both types of data
on a standard method basis at all large post
offices would be advantageous from the
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standpoint of management control and com-
paring the unit costs of such post offices, so
that waste and deficiencies may be found
and corrected,

4. The Department experiences a large loss
resulting from the present method of pay-
ing for return movements of mail storzge
cars at the same rate as is paid for outgo-
ing movements. The procedure for making
such payments is established by the Inter-
state Commerce Commission. If it is to be
continued, consideration should be given to
a more complete utilization of this space for
mail and for other Government shipments.
(See letter to Comptroller General, appen-
dix 1.)

5. The Post Office Department provides
custodial and maintenance services for other
Government agencies in its bulldings. The
cost of these services, which is paid from
post office cperating funds, amounts to mil-
lions of dollars. In New York City, the an-
nual cost is $1,000,000, and in Chicago, $600,-
000. In Los Angeles, the Post Office Depart-
ment pays $561,084 annually for the main-
tenance of the main post office building al-
though posta! facilities utilize only 7 per-
cent of the entire space of the building.

6. The storage and disposition of un-
claimed parcel post at the larger post offices
is & major problem. Better enforcement of
packing requirements at the point where
parcel post matter is accepted for malling
will reduce this cost.

7. There 1s excessive loss in insured mail
due largely to Investigations and record
keeping. In 1847 the expenditures for in-
sured mail were $17,200,000; while the actual
amount paid out in indemnity was only £2,-
641,667. In other words, the clerical and
administrative cost of insured mall was 6.6
times as much as the actual indemnities
paid.

Authorizing settlement of claims below
$10 on insured mall at the office of entry
would eliminate much of the excessive ad-
ministrative cost and place the insured mail
on a paying basis, and eliminate the annual
loss of €4,500,000 in handling insured mail.

8. Mail bags which are in short supply are
accumulated at large post offices because they
are in need of repair. The only repair point
is Washington, D. C. Decentralizing this
operation would save in transportation and
repair cost, as well as put into service many
thousands of needed mail bags.

9. The periodic inspection of post offices by
postal inspectors amounts to a routine check
of the observance of postal laws and regula-
tions. These inspections do not include in-
vestigations to determine how to improve the
operation of the post offices to secure better
efficiency and more economy. Detaled sur-
veys of large post offices for this purpose were
discontinued 7 years ago and have not been
resumed. (See letter of Postmaster General,
appendix 2.)

10. Preparation of individual lists of special
delivery items on Post Office Form 3959 takes
approximately 20 percent of the special de-
livery messengers’ time and the information
is seldom used. The elimination of this form
would result in a saving of $350,000 annually
in the postal service.

11, Operating bulldings of the Post Office
Department, as well as the railroad terminal
buildings, are not constructed with loading
docks and other facilities which are required
to utilize fully, modern mechanical equip-
ment such as lift trucks, tow motors, and the
like. Buildings of more recent design, such
as the postal concentration center used by
the New York Post Office for overseas mail,
have wide ramps and floor arrangements
permitting full use of mechanical equipment.

12, Savings would result if, in addition to
seniority, postal employees were required to
possess minimum qualifications before being
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transferred to positions within the Post Office
Department.

13. Only 7 of the 51 central accounting
offices possess electrical accounting machines.
This causes delay and additional ezpense
since money order data must be transferred
to points where electrical accounting ma-
chine units are located.

“14. The 51 central accounting offices in the
postal service receive funds collected by the
post coffices in their area. This money is
counted many times after it is received by
the central accounting gffice. Savings would
result if these funds were counted at the
cpening unit and an interoffice receipt system
used,

15. Valuable floor space is wasted by poor
building design and inadequate lighting.

16. Some equipment, e. g., parcel-post
slides, is improperly designed and use of it
results in damage to parcels and excessive
rewrapping costs.

FRESENTATIONS OF LARGE MAILERS

Large users of the mmils who appeared at
the rate-revision hearings were invited to
submit for the consideration of the commit-
tee such suggestions as they deemed appro-
priate. It was contemplated that the traffic
managers and postal specialists on the stafls
of these organizations would draft for the use
of the committee, detailed suggestions as to
improvements which could be made in the
postal service and practices which have
proved economical in private industry which
could ke adapted to the postal operation.

At the time a subcommittee visited the
Chicago Post Office, conferences were held
with the National Council on Business Mail
and the Postal Committee of the Natienal
Industrial Traffic League. Both organiza-
tions circularized their members to obtain
their views on how improvements and sav-
ings could be made in the postal service. A
summary of the sugzestions made as a result
of this action appears in appendixes 3 and 4.

The transportation committee of the Na-
tional Association of Magazine Publishers
presented its views as to what could be done
to improve the transportation methods of the
postal service. This presentation appears in
appendix 5. This organization will later pre-
sent memoranda covering other phases of
postal operations.

Correspondence containing suggestions for
improvement in postal service has been sub-
mitted by the American Newspaper Publish~
ers Association. This letter appears in ap-
pendix 6.

The suggestions made in these presenta-
tions will be thoroughly examined.

AIR MAIL

Hearings on the general subject of air mail
ware held by a subcommittee on December
10, 12, and 15, 1947. At these hearings it was
testified that:

1. The scheduled air lines receive subsi-
dies in the form of air-mail pay. Of the
$25,000,000 these lines will receive for carry-
ing air mail in 1947, In excess of $15,000,000
may be considered a subsidy.

2. Payments to the air lines are based upon
need rather than the service performed.
Such a system does not place a premium on
efficiency. In commenting on this sitvation,
Secretary of Commerce W. Averell Harriman
stated:

“I believe that we should critically examine
the habit and method of subsidizing air
carrlers. JWe should evaluate the situation
to see if there is not a dulling of incentive
resulting from the method of fizing of pay-
ments, I fully recognize the current need
for a sympathetic—and even genercus—atti-
tude toward the needs of the air carriers,
but we must not get into cost-plus habits
in industry. When increased costs do not
affect profits, it seems reasonable to presume
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that some of the incentive toward efficiency
and progress will be lost.” *

3. A new group of carriers carrying only
freight, and not eligible for air-mail sub-
gldies since they are not certificated carriers,
has become involved in a rate war with the
scheduled carriers, Many of the scheduled
carriers have reduced air freight rates in the
commodities and at the shipping points avail-
gble to the air-freight carrlers, while at the
same time they have applied for increased
air-mail pay. This appears to place the
Post Office Department in the position of
financing a rate war between two groups of
air carriers,

4, Separation of the amount of subsidy
paid domestic air lines from purely com-
pensatory payments for carrying air mail will
correct many evils in the existing situation.

5. In paying the air-mail subsidy, the
Post Office Department is called upon to
finance ineflicient management, parties, hotel
suites, entertainment, excessive public rela-
tions costs, and to finance competition be-
tween existing scheduled carriers.

6. There is a real demand for an air parcel
post service by the air carriers and the publie.
However, such service must be made avail-
able to the public at reasonable rates to at-
tract volume., Air parcel post rates should
not be affected by the subsidy element and
such service should be made available from
its inception at points where sufficient vol=-
ume of air parcel post will be generated to
warrant reasonable rates. It is estimated
that 144,000,000 parcels will be sent by alr
parcel post annually. (Draft of a proposed
bill appears in appendix 7.)

FOREIGN POSTAL SERVICES

The committee requested the Secretary of
Btate to obtain information concerning the
postal services from a number of foreign
countries in order to determine whether any
foreign postal procedures could be adapted
to the United States postal service. (See
appendix 8 for correspondence.) This ma=
terial has been received and is being studied.

RATE-MAKING PROCEDURES

Hearings were held regarding rate-making
procedures for the postal service on Decemker
16 and 18, 1947. These hearings developed
that—

1, The Post Office Department is without
an established rate-making procedure despite
the fact that it depends upon rates for §1,-
800,000,000 annually in postal revenues.

2. Present postal rates do not reflect the
many differences in service. This is due
largely to the fact that there is no established
procedure for analyzing and recommending
comprehensive revisions in postal rates to
meet changing needs.

3. There is an established procedure for
revising rates for fourth-class mail using the
facilities of the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission, This procedure requires initiating
action by the Postmaster General when par-
cel-post rates are not sufficiently high to pay
for the cost of handling such mail. The
Postmaster General has not taken such ac-
tion although expenditures for handling
parcel post are exceeding revenues at the rate
of 850,000,000 annually. (See appendix 8 for
letter to the Attorney General requesting
views on existing law.)

4. Most large users of the malls agree there
is a need for a fact-finding unit in the Post
Office Department to resolve controversial
issues in the many technical problems con-
cerned with rates and costs of specific postal
services. A bill drafted as a result of sub-
committee hearings, H. R. 4953, which would
create such a board and provide for an affirm-

1 Statement of the Honorable W. Averell
Harriman, BSecretary of Commerce, to the
President’s Air Policy Commission, November
26, 1947,
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ative postal rate recommendation annually
to the Congress appears in appendix 10,

POSTAL SAVINGS

In 1947 deposits in the postal-savings ac-
count of the Post Office Department reached
$3,396,000,000. This is comparable to deposits
in any one of the largest banks in the United
Btates. In analyzing the situation as it re-
lates to postal savings, the committee has
determined that there is a need for creating
a more flexible postal savings system. The
committee finds that—

1. The Postal Bavings System 1s regarded
by most depositors as a safe and convenient
depository for their savings rather than as an
investment. Asan investment, United States
saving bonds will yleld a better return in the
long run.

2. The interest rate on postal-savings de-
posits has remained unchanged since 1910,
when the Postal Savings System was estab-
lished,

3. A reduction in the interest pald on
postal savings from the present rate of 2
percent to 1 percent would result in a savings
to the Federal Government of approximately
£20,000,000 annually, after taking into con-
sideration the withdrawals resulting from
the interest-rate reduction,

4, The present 2-percent rate of interest
on postal-savings deposits is more than the
interest rate paid by most privately owned
savings institutions. While the interest rate
on postal savings has remained unchanged,
the average rate of interest paid on deposits
by mutual savings banks fell by more than
one-half, from about 3.9 percent in 1910 to
about 1.7 percent in 1846, The average rate
paid by commercial banks fell even more,
from about 3.7 percent in 1910 to about 1
percent in 1046.

REORGANIZATION OF THE POSTAL SERVICE

The committee is in the process of examin-
ing the basic organization of the postal serv-
ice. It believes that the organization of the
Post Office Department does not follow the
fundamental requirements of a modern
business organization. The committee
points to the following phases of the Depart-
ment’s organization which do not meet pres-
ent-day business standards:

1. Each of the four Assistant Postmasters
General operates a fleld organization.

2. Theoretically, 42,000 postmasters report
directly to one official in the Post Office De-
partment in Washington.

3. Each bureau has its own budget and in
many instances economies in the service are
not effected because the expenditure is from
one bureau's budget while the saving is in
another.

4, Much of the supervision of the fleld
functions of the Department is conducted by
use of reports of the inspection service. This
limits the personal contact of the officers re-
sponsible for specific field functions.

5. The Post Office Department does not
have avallable unit-cost data or manage-
ment statistics which may be used to com-
pare the efliciency of specific operations or
the relative efficiency of post offices of com=-
parable size. (See appendix 11 for corre=-
spondence that such cost data be developed
for the information of the committee.)

6. The present gross receipts standard for
rating post offices has many shortcomings.

7. No independent Government agency
checks the efficiency of the postal service,
The General Accounting Office has never
made a survey of the postal service until
requested by the committee on August 13,
1947,

8. Limiting competition for the position of
postmaster to individuals within delivery
limits of the respective post offices has made
it possible to continue the political factor in
the selection of postmasters and prevents
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the promotion of asters of demon-
strated ability from smaller post offices to
larger post offices.

9. There is no uniform organization of the
postal service in the field. For example, the
rallway mail service is organized on a re-
glonal basis, while the post offices operate
within limited local areas.

10, Fifty-one of the larger post offices are
designated as central accounting offices.
While these offices have the responsibility of
keeping all the accounts of post offices with-
in their area, they lack authority to take
direct corrective action when accounts are
not submitted properly.

‘MECHANIZATION OF THE POSTAL SERVICE

The problem of mechanization of the
postal service concerns both the type of
equipment and the manner in which such
equipment is utilized. An analysis is being
made of the motor-vehicle equipment of the
Post Office Department presently in use and
on order. A summary of the status of this
equipment appears in appendix 12.

The manner in which most of such equip-
ment is utilized is a part of the project
assigned to a management engineering firm
which is conducting a detailed study of
urban mall delivery.

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

Although the Post Office Department is
& business with operating expenditures in
excess of $1,500,000,000 anually, little has
been done in the way of research and de-
velopment to improve and to modernize the
operations of the postal service. The follow-
ing examples may be cited:

(a) The Department does not make maxi=-
mum use of technical design advancement
of the automotive industry when specifica-
tions are made for new motortrucks,

(b) The employees' suggestion program
of the Department has resulted in only a
few suggestions from the employees being
considered of sufficient merit for cash awards.

The extent to which the Post Office De=-
partment should be authorized to institute
a8 research and development program, the
use to be made of existing research and
development facilities of the Government
and the results which could reasonably be
expected if such a program were placed into
effect are being studied by a subcommittee.

Engineering studies of mechanical devices
used in mail distribution in major foreign
countries have been obtained. These will
be analyzed to determine their practicability
in United States post offices.

RAILWAY MAIL SERVICE

Preliminary studies by the committee
show that—

1, Deficiency time (the difference between
the individual's daily average hours on duty
and the maximum hours of the assignment
set by law) can be reduced by improving
coordination between post offices, railroads,
and the rallway mail service.

2. Under rates set by the Interstate Com-
merce Commission, the Post Office Depart-
ment pays for storage cars on a round-trip
basis. The space deadheaded on the return
movement costs $15,000,000 annually., In
many Instances these “storage cars" are
freight cars, (See appendix 13.)

3. Employees assigned to rallroad and air-

rt terminals are under the jurisdiction
of the rallway mail service, and are rarely
given road assignments,

4, The responsibility of the railroads foy
unloading and loading malil from baggage
cars is not strictly observed.

6. In connection with the railway mail
pay increase applications of the railroads,
a one-time compilation was made of all space
utfilization. This appears in appendix 13.
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6. More economical means of mail trans-
port should be explored. The following
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table is an example of comparative trans-
portation costs for periodicals:

Rate from Philadelphia
[All rates shown are per 100 pounds]

Freight Truck Express Mail (50

po{mnt

Less than Less than| Truck- |Less than aqavers

carload | C8r10ad Loy ovioad| load | carload | Corload | tising)
New York Cityrate. oo oo ocoiiacecncanas £0.78 $0. 22 §0. 60 $0. 22 $1. 50 $1.50
Transit time___.____ iy 11 11 15 5 1] 11 11
Washington, D. C.,, ra $0.88 £0. -113 £0. 88 £0.30 U e e $1.50
Transit time_ .. __.__ = i 6 i 11 11 11
Chicago rate.. - $2.02 $0. "': §1.40 $0. 96 $1.74 £0.80 $2.75
Transit time_____. e ok L 1 13 13 13 12 12 13
an Francisco rate .| 84774 $1. -1Sa @ (0] §6.07 $3.00 $4.25
U A e R N 11 G RN | e 16 14 17

1 Days. * Hours. # No service.

7. Terminal employees' record cards con-
tain data as to the amount of mail distrib-
uted and sacked. These data could be com-
piled and the relative efficiency of terminal
operations compared.

A recent order by the Interstate Commerce
Commission (No:. 9200, Railway Mall Pay,
Dec. 4, 1947) has increased payments to rail=
roads by $37,000,000 annually. This empha-
sizes the need for carefuly computing pay-
ments for space in the most complete man-
ner possible.

The problem of accounting for space used
by the Post Office Department in baggage
cars is being explored by the General Ac-
counting Office. It is also examining the
possibility of a more complete utilization of
unused space in railway baggage cars for
Government shipments both by mail and for
other than mail. (See letter from commit-
tee requesting this study and reply in
appendix 1.)

GOVERNMENT SERVICES

A study is being made of the services per-
formed for other Federal establishments by
the Post Office Department for which the De-
partment does not receive revenue. (See
appendix 14 for summary of cost to the Post
Office Department for furnishing custodial
and other services to other Government
departments.)

A study will be made of the use of penalty
mall by Federal departments and agencies.
A statement of the use of penalty mall by
Government departments and agencies indi-
cates that the old-line Government depart-
ments and agencies (other than Dspartment
of National Defense) increased their use of
penalty mail during the fiscal year 1947 by
about 4,000,000 pieces. This penalty mail in
1948 represented, in actual cost to the Post
Office Department, $24,034,00532. (For a
complete report, see appendix 15.) This in-
crease In the use of penalty mail requires a
detailed analysis to determine how reduc-
tions can be achieved.

A subcommittee held hearings attended by
50 west coast publishers at San Francisco,
November 12, 13, and 14, 1947, at which time
one of the chief complaints was the exces-
sive use of penalty mall for sending mimeo-
graphed press releases to newspapers. Gov-
ernment press releases were submitted to the
committee which showed that little thought
is given to the local value of such releases and
indicated emphasis was on volume rather
than on quality or public interest.

Prior to 1933 all post-office building main-
tenance employees in the field service were
under the Treasury Department. In 1933
these employees were transferred to the Post
Office Department. At the tlme of the trans-
fer there were 7,990 such employees, but at
the present time there are 19,000.

In some post-office buildings the prepon=
derance of expenditures is for custodial and
maintenance services to other Government
departments. (See appendix 16 for chart
showing cost distribution of space in the

main post-office building at Los Angeles,
Calif.)
PERSONNEL UTILIZATION

Eighty percent of the expenditures of the
Post Office Department are for personnel.
Therefore, the proper utilization of this per-
sonnel is of utmost importance.

The Post Office Department is engaged in
converting war-service appointments to
permanent positions. Employees are now
being certified to positions from regularly
established civil-service registers. While In
most instances these certifications have been
made in accordance with civil-service regula-
tions, in some cases the manner in which
the competitive examinations were held is
open to question. In one large post office,
only 5 days were allowed in which to file
applications. This was later extended to 8
days, but little publicity was given the 3-day
extension. The register was exhausted be-
fore all the war-service employees were re-
placed. The result.of this action limited the
participation of veterans in the examination,
and made available for certification and ap-
pointment those persons who barely met the
minimum regquirements. Such a procedure
deprives the Government of the best guali-
fied employees.

The Post Office Department lacks a uni-
form personnel policy. Each of the Assistant
Postmasters General operate directly postal
facilities in the fleld service, and each has
his own personnel organization in these field
installations. This has resulted in four dif-
ferent personnel policies relating to pay, pro-
motions, and administration.

FROCUREMENT AND CONTRACT PROCEDURES

Based upon preliminary studies, it ap-
pears that the following are among those
phases of the problem which will be consid-
ered by the committee:

1. The extent to which the postal service
has delegated its authority to make con-
tracts for material and services to the respec-
tive postmasters will be examined.

2, There is duplication between the re-
sponsibility administratively assigned to the
Fourth Assistant Postmaster General and
that given the purchasing agent by law.

The Post Office Department has been re-
quested to provide the committee with all
directives relating to contracts and procure-

ment. This material was furnished on Jan-
uary 6. The letter of transmittal is as
follows:

PosT OFFICE DEPARTMENT,
OFFICE OF THE POSTMASTER GENERAL,
Wuashington, D. C., January 6, 1948.
Hon, Ebpwarp H. REES,
Chairman, Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

Dear CoNGREssMaN: Further reference is
made to my reply of November 12, 1947, to
your letter of October 30, 1947, requesting
that there be furnished for the information
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of the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Bervice copies of all directives issued within
the Post Office Department and to postmas-
ters in the field concerning procurement of
supplies and contracts for services.

There are submitted herewith the direc-
tives requested. For your information the
First Assistant Postmaster General Issues dl-
rectives in connection with telephone con-
tracts and service, contract vehicle service,
contract stations and branches, and miscel-
laneous services and rentals.

The Second Assistant Postmaster General
issues dlrectives pertinent to international
postal transport boat service, surface postal
transport printing, leasing of quarters for
terminals, special contracts, star-route serv-
ice, mail messenger service, and the Alaska
star-route and power-boat service.

The Third Assistant Postmaster General
issues no general directives concerning the
procurement of supplies and contracts for
services.

The Fourth Assistant Postmaster General
issues directives and instructions concerning
the purchase of fuel for use in leased and
rented post-office quarters; local purchases
of gasoline, motor vehicle parts, office ma-
chines, letter boxes, clocks, and ice. He also
issues directives' concerning maintenance
and operation of vehicles in the motor ve-
hicle service and all contracts related there-
to; the procurement and drayage of coal
and fuel oil in Federal buildings; telephone
and switchboard service; furniture, carpets,
and safes, snow and ice removal; window-
cleaning services; local purchases of mis-
cellaneous supplies and services, and public-
utility services. A copy of the booklet of
instructions to postmasters for the operation
of public buildings with marked sections and
pages is herewith.

The Chlef Clerk and Director of Personnel
uses the contracts as made by the Federal
Bureau of Supply, Treasury Department, for
contract services for the Department.
Therefore, his office is governed by the direc-
tives issued by the Treasury Department.

The chief inspector issues no general di-
rectives with respect to the procurement of
supplies and contracts for services. Two
copies of Form 512, Notice of Reward, are
submitted because the notice commits the
Postmaster General to pay for services ren-
dered if the conditions prescribed therein are
met.

The purchasing agent issues to postmasters
in the field routine instructions, samples of
which are enclosed.

The solicitor makes no contracts for serv-
ices and issues only such directives as are
amendments to the Postal Laws and Regula-
tions, based on enactments of Congress or
suggestions from bureaus and officers of the
Department, Copies of such amendments
are enclosed. The regulations concerning
contracts are embodied in chapter 7, title I,
and in sections 227, 244, 250, 480, 575, 706,
1017, 1036 to 1044, 1056, 1376, 1726, 1751, 1827,
and 2030 of the Postal Laws and Regulations
of 1940.

The comptroller issues no instructions or
directives concerning other than the prepara-
tion of vouchers and the claiming of credit
for payments under contracts.

Officers of the Department will be g!ad to
explain to your committee any features of
the directives that you may desire,

Bincerely yours, =
J. M. DONALDSON,
Postmaster General.

EXTENSION AND IMPROVEMENT OF THE POSTAL
SERVICE

A subcommittee has been appointed to ex-
plore means of increasing the volume of mail
and postal activities which most nearly pay
their own way.

Contract stations as distinguished from
substations have proved profitable to the Post
Office Department and theilr use should be
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extended. The number of contract stations
has been reduced considerably since 1940,
The Post Office Department has testifled that
in 1945 contract stations provided &46,000,-
000 in revenue and cost only §2,242,000.

The committee belleves that more extensive
usge of the mails should be made for parcels
shipped by the Government in excess of 4
pounds. The penalty mailing privilege given
to Government departments extends only to
parcels welghing less than 4 pounds. In cases
of parcels weighing more than 4 pounds the
Government departments have turned to
other transportation service.

Extending the use of metered mail and
stamp-vending and other automatic ma-
chines will result in a more economical op-
eration of the postal service.

Means and methods for increasing percent-
age of zoned mail should be developed. Tests
show that zoned mail for delivery in cities
where zones have been established constitutes
approximately 40 percent of first-class mail,
45 percent of second-class mail, and 45 per-
cent of third-class mail, and that the cost
of geparating nonzoned mail is approximately
80 percent greater than separating gzoned
mail.

Means will be explored for increasing pos-
tal revenues by making additional lock boxes
available to patrons,

SURVEYS BY GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

Two General Accounting Office units are
making detailed surveys of two of the largest
post offices; The letter of the chairman of
the committee requesting such surveys and
indicating their scope, together with the re-
ply of the Comptroller General, are as follows:

HoUSE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON PosT OFFICE
AND CIVIL SERVICE,
Washington, D, C., August 13, 1947.
Hon. LINDsaY C, WARREN,
Comptroller General of the United States,
General Accounting Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sm: Investigation by the House Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service has
revealed that the General Accounting Office
does not investigate the post offices in the
United States except upon specific complaint
or as a result of information which would
lead to uncovering evidence of misuse of
Federal funds.

It is requested that the Investigatiens Di-
vision of the General Accounting Office con-
duct a complete investigation of the 17 largest
post offices in the United States and report
its findings to the House Post Office and Civil
Bervice Commlttee by December 1, 1947, It1is
requested that reports of investigations fur-
nished the committee contain information
relating to the expenditure of Federal funds,
collection of postal receipts, accounting pro-
cedures, unauthorized use of Post Office De-
partment facilities, and all other matters
which come under the jurisdiction of the
General Accounting Office for investigation
with respect to the Post Office Department’s
handling of Federal funds.

Also, it is requested that the committee be
furnished, as soon as possible, the decision
of the Comptroller General with respect to
whether the funds of the Chicago Post Office
Canteen are Federal funds and whether the
profits resulting from the operation of such
canteen are funds which belong to the Fed-
eral Government,

Your ccoperation in these matters will be
greatly appreciated.

Sincerely yours,
Epwaep H. ReEs,
Chairman.

GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE,
Washington, D. C., August 22, 1947.
Hon. EpwaArp H. REEs,

Chairman, Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service, House of Repre=
sentatives.

My DEar Mg, CHAIRMAN: I have your letter
of August 13, 1947, requesting that the In-
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vestigations Division of the General Ac-
counting Office conduct an investigation of
certaln post offices and report its findings to
your comimittee, and that the committee be
furnished my decision with respect to the
status of the funds of the Chicago Post Office
Canteen.

Following receipt of your letter yesterday,
a conference was held in my office this morn-
ing attended by Mr. Moore and Mr. Belen of
the staff of your committee and by members
of my staff. It was brought out at such
conference that it would be impossible to
fulfill completely the request in your letter,
in view of the stringent personnel reductions
which this Office is undergoing, and of the
large degree of reliance heretofore placed on
administrative inspections of post offices,
which would necessitate the building up of
an additional force in the General Account-
ing Office to do the work requested. How-
ever, as always, I am desirous of lending
your committee as much assistance as pos-
sible commensurate with the size of our staff
and the condition of our work.

Accordingly, it has been decided with the
concurrence of your representatives that an
investigation of two post offices, the locations
of which are to be agreed upon with mem-
bers of your staff, will be conducted and re-
ports thereof will be furnished to your com-
mittee as soon as practicable.

With reference to the funds of the Chi-
cago Post Office Canteen there has been no
declision as to whether such funds are Fed-
eral funds and whether the profits resulting
from the operations of such canteen belong
to the Federal Government. The operations
of this canteen are within the scope of a
study now being made In this Office with
respect to concesslon activities conducted on
Federal property. When thls study is com-
pleted it is my present plan to report the
results trereof to the Congress for its con-
sideration,

There has also been received from Mr.
Moore a letter of August 13 requesting a list
of the defalcations by postmasters during
the past 10 years with certain descriptive
material. I will be glad to have this infor-
mation furnished to the extent that it is
available in the records of the General Ac-
counting Office.

Bincerely yours,
¥ C. WARREN,
Comptroller General of the United States.

MANAGEMENT ENGINEERING SURVEYS

One of the major problems which has de-
veloped and which requires on-the-spot
analysis 1s that of city delivery service. It
has been pointed out to the committee that
there has been little change in city delivery
service methods in over 100 years. However,
there have been many advances in transpor-
tation facilities and methods used by com-
mercial delivery services, and which are®
adaptable to the postal service.

The extent to which the dellvery service
may be improved is being explored by the
Trundle Engineering Co. The results of this
survey will present solutions to a number of
general over-all postal problems such as spe-
clal-delivery service, utllization of truck
transport, motor-vehicle service, and per-
sonnel utilization.

The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the House, the gentleman from New
York [Mr. MurTER] is recognized for 30
minutes.

A FRANEK ANSWER TO A RANK MISSTATE-
MENT ABOUT THE HOLY LAND

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, under
some circumstances it may be just as well
to permit erroneous statements to get
lost in oblivion by the simple expedient
of ignoring them. However, when the
erroneous statements are of such a na-
ture as to constitute a slander, and when,
as now, they may be quoted as a part of
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the ConcrEssioNaL REcorp, thus giving a
semblance of authentication, they must
be corrected. The motives that brought
about the insertion of these remarks in
the REcOrD are quite immaterial. At-
tributing to the gentleman from Missis-
sippi [Mr. Rankin] only the most pa-
triotic of motives coupled with a sincere
belief in the ftruth of what he read to
this House, nevertheless the facts are
that the contents of the letter he has
read are vicious; they are malicious; they
are untrue; they are libelous. The prefa-
tory statement of the gentleman from
Mississipppi [Mr. Ranxin] intimating
that all Jews are Communists and that
all Zionists are Communists is such utter
nonsense that it needs no comment from
me. Was the Jew a Communist who
gave to New Orleans the hospital which
gave such great comfort to the late Sen-
ator Bilbo in his dying days? Is my
own boy who served overseas in World
War II a Communist? Are the millions
of Jews who have fought for freedom
of all peoples throughout the world all
Communists? But I am digressing. I
want to talk to the House about the letter
that one Benjamin H. Freedman wrote.

The gentleman from Mississippi [Mr.
RANKIN] says Benjamin H. Freedman is,
and I quote from the REcorp, “a great
American Jew.” I take issue with that
statement only to demonstrate to you
the invidious intent that must have
prompted the authorship of that let-
ter. I say that Freedman is neither
great nor American nor a Jew.

I was born and bred in New York
City. I have been associated with the
legal profession there for almost 30
years. Iknow of nothing, and have been
able to find out nothing that Freed-
man has ever done thaft entitles him to
be called great. As to his being an
American, I say that as an immigrant
received by this country and permitted
by this country to enjoy freedom and
liberty equally with its citizens, he has no
right to sow dissension among them. No
one has the right to call himself an
American who sets class against class, re-
ligion against religion, or race against
race. Hatemongering has no place in
America., The real Americans of our
country want peace and neighborliness
between individuals, between states, and
between nations.

Whatever Freedman may be is im-
material, except insofar as he may pre-
tend to speak as something that he is
not. I feel compelled to refer to his
so-called Jewishness only because he has
held himself out as a Jew and pretends
to speak as a Jew and for Jews.

I have been very active in Jewish af-
fairs all my life, both in local and in na-
tional circles. I have made inquiries
about this pretender. I have found no
one who has ever known Freedman as a
Jew. I have found no Jewish institu-
tion that he has ever been or is now con-
nected with. I have here a photostatic
copy of his marriage license and certifi-
cate. It shows that he was married
civilly by a local justice of our municipal
court. He has never, so far as the rec-
ord shows, been married in a religious
ceremony. That is quite immaterial ex-
cept when one professes to be a Jew, he
should be ready to establish that fact by
showing that he subscribes to the Jewish
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tenets, and that he subscribes to and
practices the beliefs and the preach-
ments of Judaism. None of these things
does Freedman do.

Accident of birth has never made any-
one a Jew or a Christian. It is what he
does and how he lives that measures him.

No one will pretend that when Earl
Browder was speaking as leader of the
Communist Party, he was talking for
Christian ministers, a ministry that he
deserted for communism.

No one has the right to claim that
all Jews or all Zionists are Communists.

I respect the opinion of those Jews, few
in number though they may be, who dis-
agree with the millions of Jews who, like
myself, believe in Zionism. We find no
division in patriotic allegiance to the
United States in that belief. We are no
less patriotic in that belief than when
we sustain the right of free peoples every-
where to resist aggression.

Possibly I have no right to find fault
with Freedman for his allying him-
self and his money on the side of the
Arabs and against the Jews. That is his
right.

What is it, then, that this nonentity
has said that disturbs me so much? I
quote from his letter which appears on
page 204 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of
January 15, 1948. Referring to Palestine,
he says:

The reason it [Palestine] is called the Holy
Land today is because Jesus of Nazareth lived
and died there, To Christians He [Jesus] is
the Son of God and Saviour. To Mohamme-
dans he is a great prophet. To official Jewry
he is an executed blasphemer.

That last sentence is what I take issue
with.

I want now to destroy that malicious
slander, which I believe was made by him
with full knowledge of its entire falsity.

First, let me make plain that there is
no such thing as an official Jewry. There
are, and have been for thousands of
years, Jews in every part of the world—
native Chinese, native East Indians,
Europeans, Asiatics, Africans, and Amer-
icans—who have subscribed to and fol-
lowed the tenets of the Jewish religion.
Never since the dispersion of the Jews
from the Holy Land, never since the de-
struction of the second temple, has there
been a united Jewry or an official Jewry.

Like Christians, we Jews have our reli-
gious differences. We have our Ortho-*
dox, our Conservative, and our Reform
Jews. We have no world-wide chief
rabbi; we have no national chief rabbi.
Even the Jewish laity is not organized
into one single unit. Obviously, no one
has the right to speak for official Jew-
ry—least of all this renegade Freedman.

Now, let us see if there is any sub-
stance to his nefarious charge.

Has any Jew, official or unofficial, any-
where or at any time said anything dis-
paraging about Jesus? I could call be-
fore this House outstanding clergymen
and laymen, whose greatness, whose
Americanism, and whose Jewishness
could not be questioned, who would unan-
imously and vigorously deny Freedman’s
venomous insult. Instead of doing that,
let me quote, from authoritative sources,
the answer to this calumny—answers
written by persons who never heard of
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Freedman; answers written without any
idea that their words would be quoted
here.

Let me first quote this statement from
a work written by Milton Steinberg en-
titled “Basic Judaism.” There we find
this:

To Jews, Jesus appears as an extraor-
dinarily beautiful and noble spirit, aglow
with love and pity for men, especially for
the unfortunate and lost, deep in piety, of
keen insight into human nature, endowed
with a brilliant gift of parable and epigram,

That is the most recent word on the
subject.

Let me quote another which was writ-
ten in 1920 by a renowned rabbi, H. G.
Enelow, entitled “A Jewish View of
Jesus.” There we find this:

Of course, it must be stated that there is
no official attitude of modern Jews to Jesus.
Neither the Jewish people nor any consider-
able part of it has made any formal declara-
tion on the subject.

He concludes his treatise as follows:

The ‘love He has inspired, the solace He
has given, the good He has engendered, the
hope and joy He has kindled—all that is un-
equaled in human history., Among the
great and the good that the human race has
produced, none has even approached Jesus
in universality of appeal and sway. He has
become the most fascinating figure in his-
tory. In Him is combined what is best and
most mysterious and most enchanting in
Israel—the eternal people whose child He
was. The Jew cannot help glorying in what
Jesus thus has meant to the world; nor can
he help hoping that Jesus may yet serve as
& bond of union between Jew and Christian,
once His teaching is better known and the
bane of misunderstanding at last is removed
from His words and His ideal.

I suggest that the gentleman from
Mississippi [Mr. RANKIN] move to ex-
punge the offending document from the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. .

As to those who agree with the senti-
ments of Freedman, I give them the last
words uttered on earth by Jesus:

Father, forgive them for they know not
what they do.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts asked
and was given permission to extend her
remarks in the Appendix of the RECORD
and include therein a bill she introduced
today together with a brief description
thereof.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted as follows:

To Mr. Foore, for today, on account of
illness.

To Mr. CHIPERFIELD (at the request of
Mr. Jounson of California), indefinitely,
on account of illness.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr. LECOMPTE, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the
following title, which was thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R.3111. An act for the relief of Louis
H. Deaver.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.
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The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 5 o’clock and 8 minutes p. m.) the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Janu-
ary 22, 1948, at 12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1231, A letter from the Secretary of the In-
terior, transmitting a report and financial
statement of the Bonneville Administrator
covering the transmission and sale of electrie
energy for the fiscal year ended June 30,
1947; to the Committee on Public Works.

1232, A letter from the Archivist of the
United States, transmitting a report on rec-
ords disposed under the provisions of section
7 of the act approved July 7, 1943, as amend-
ed July 6, 1945 (57 Stat. 382; 59 Stat. 434);
to the Committee on House Administration.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. HOFFMAN: Committee on Expendi-
tures in the Executive Departments. Sev-
enth intermediate report concerning an in-
vestigation of the disposition of a steam
power-generating plant at Oklahoma Ord-
nance Works, near Chouteau, Okla.; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1250). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union,

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BLAND:

H.R. 5063. A bill to provide for assistance
by the Federal Government in the repair of
damage caused by erosion by waves and cur-
rents to the shores of the United States and
in the prevention of future damage to such
shores; to the Commitiee on Public Works.

By Mr. KEATING:

H.R.5064. A bill to increase the personal
exemption, reduce income taxes, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. MITCHELL:

H.R.5065. A bill to amend section 1700
(a) (1) of the Internal Revenue Code so as
to exempt hospitalized servicemen and vet-
erans from the admissions tax when admit-
ted free; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. NODAR:

H.R.5066. A bill to provide for the issu-
ance of a special postage stamp in honor of
the war dead of all wars in which the United
States has participated; to the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mrs. NORTON:

H.R. 5067. A bill to provide for the bond-
ing of Federal officials and employees; to the
Committee on Expenditures in the Executive
Departments.

By Mr. POAGE:

H.R. 5068, A bill for the retirement of the
public debt; to the Committee on Appropria-
tions,

By Mr, SASSCER:

H.R.5069. A bill for the relief of the State
of Maryland; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. STIGLER:

H.R.5070. A bill to authorize an appro-
priation in the amount of £500,000 for the
expansion of hospital facilities at the United
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Btates veterans hospital at Muskogee, Okla.;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs,
By Mr. i

H. R. 5071. A bill to extend the public-land
laws of the United States to certain lands,
consisting of islands, situated in the Red
River in Oklahoma; to the Committee on
Public Lands.

By Mr. WHITTEN:

H.R.5072. A bill to provide for the appli-
cation of 10 percent of the annual revenue
of the United States on the national debt;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. REED of Illinois:

H.R.5073. A bill to amend the acts pro-
viding for the parole of United States pris-
oners; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.5074. A bill to amend an act entitled
“An act to establish a uniform system of
bankruptey throughout the United States,”
approved July 1, 1898, and acts amendatory
thereof and supplementary thereto; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ALLEN of Louisiana:

H.R.5075. A bill to provide additional
compensation for employees of the postal
service; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service

Ry Mr. BEALL:

H.R.5076. A bill to authorize the purchase
of a new post-office site at Westerport, Md.;
to the Committee on Public Works.

H. R. 5077. A bill to authorize the purchase
of a new post-office site at Woodsboro, Md.;
to the Committee on Public Works.

H.R. 5078 A bill to authorize the purchase
of a new post-office site at Lonaconing, Md.;
to the Committee on Puble Works.

H. R.5079. A bill to authorize the purchase
of a new post-office site at Eensington, Md.;
to the Committee on Public Works.

H.R.5080. A bill to authorize the pur-
chase of a new post-office site at Thurmont,
Md.; to the Committee on Public Works.

H.R.5081. A bill to authorize the purchase
of a new post-office site at Williamsport, Md.;
to the Committee on Public Works.

H. R. 5082. A bill to authorize the purchase
of a new post-office site at Emmitsburg, Md.;
to the Committee on Public Works.

H. R. 5083. A bill to authorize the purchase
of a new post-office site at Brunswick, Md.;
to the Committee on Public Works.

H.R.5084. A bill to authorize the purchase
of a new post-office site at Gaithersburg, Md.;
to the Committee on Public Works.

H.R. 5085. A bill to authorize the purchase
of a new post-office site at Hancock, Md.;
to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. TOWE:

H.R:5086. A bill to equalize the terms of
service required of cadets and midshipmen,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mr, KEEFE:

H.R.5087. A bill to provide for research
and control relating to diseases of the heart
and circulation; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Forelgn Commerce,

By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts:

H.R.5088. A bill to amend the National
Service Life Insurance Act to protect the in-
surance against lapse by crediting to the in-
sured dividends from the excess of premiums
over death costs chargeable thereto and by
automatic payment of premiums from the
accumulated credits; to the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs,

By Mr. HAGEN:

H.R.5089. A bill to provide for relief to
needy Indians of Minnesota; to the Commit-
tee on Public Lands.

By Mr. REES:

H.R. 5090, A bill to provide for the exten-
slon of the alr-mail postal service, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service,

By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts:

H.R.5091, A bill to increase the rates of
service-connected death compensation pay-
able to certain widows, children, and depend-
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ent parents of persons who served in the
active milltary or naval service, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Veterans' Af-
Tairs, >

By Mr. DAVIS of Georgla:

H. J. Res. 304, Joint resolution to authorize
the issuance of a special series of stamps
commemorative of the one hundredth anni-
versary of the birth of Joel Chandler Harris,
author of the Uncle Remus stories; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. HARLESS of Arizona:

H. J. Res. 305. Joint resolution authorizing
the lssuance of a special series of stamps
commemorative of the fiftieth anniversary of
the organization of the Rough Riders (First
Volunteer United States Cavalry) of the
Spanish-American War; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. LARCADE:

H. Res. 445. Resolution making H. R, 4278,
a bill to enact the National Security Train-
ing Act of 1947, a special order of business;
to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. LANE:

H. Res. 446. Resolution authorizing the
Committee on Interstate and Forelgn Com-
merce to Investigate aircraft accident at
Logan International Alrport, Boston, Janu-
ary 21, 1948; to the Committee on Rules.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. COLE of New York:

H.R.5092, A bill for the relief of Hans
Oscar Hansen; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. GWINN of New York:

H.R.5093. A bill to record the lawful ad-
mission of Ernest J. Hoffmann to the United
States for permanent residence; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PFEIFER:

H.R.5094, A bill for the relief of Gen.
Wincenty EKowalski; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. POTTER:

H.R.5095. A bill for the relief of Miss
Sirkka Ailiri Saarelainen; to the Committee
on the Judiclary.

By Mr. RUSEBELL:

H.R.5096. A bill for the rellef of Priml-
tivo Urcelay-Ruiz; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

1184. By Mr. ANDREWS of New York:
Resolution adopted January 18, 1048, by
Lodge No. 8077 of the International Workers
Order, repudiating false accusations and al-
legations of the Attorney General and whole-
heartedly endorsing and supporting general
council of the International Workers Order
in all legal and other actions aimed at pro-
tecting the good name, integrity, and secu-
rity of their organization as well as the
rescinding of the Attorney General's list;
to the Committee on Un-American Activi-
tles.

1185. By Mr. HALLECK: Petition of cit-
izens of La Fayette, Ind., opposing compulsory
military training and expressing accord with
House Resolution 73; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

1186. Also, petition of citizens of Kosciusko
County, Ind., favoring the establishment of
a system of universal military training; to
the Committee on Armed Services,

1187. By Mr. JENKINS of Ohio: Petition
of Emmett A. Classing and a large number
of other residents of Lawrence County, Ohlo,
in support of legislation establishing a sys-
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tem of universal military training; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

1188, Also, petition of K. L. Cleland and
other residents of Athens County, Ohio, in
support of legislation establishing a system
of universal military training; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

1189. Also, petition of Mrs. Florence E.
Pendergrass and other residents of Chauncey,
Ohlo, expressing disapproval of H. R. 4278,
a bill providing for compulsory military
training; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. ,

1180. Also, petition of George E. Burkett,
post adjutant, and members of Drew Web-
ster Post, No. 39, American Legion, Pomeroy,
Ohio, in support of legislation establishing
a system of universal military training; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

1191. Also, petition of Frank Harvey and
other residents of Athens County, Ohio, in
support of legislation establishing a system
of universial training; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

1192, Also, petition of H. M. Bennett and
a large number of residents of Athens Coun-
ty, Ohio, in support of legislation establish=
ing a system of universal military training;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

1193. Also, petition of Mrs. Thora Olson
and a large number of residents of Athens
County, Ohio, in support of legislation to
establish a system of universal military
training; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

1194, Also, petition signed by Mrs. C. J.
Allstock and 230 residents of Athens County,
Ohio, in support of legislation to establish a
system of universal military training; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

1195. By Mr, LEWIS: Petition of 131 resi-
dents of Steubenville, Ohio, and vicinity, eir-
culated by the Argonne Post, No. 33, of the
American Leglon, in support of legislation
establishing a system of universal military
training; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

1196. Also, petition of 09 residents of
Adena, Ohio, and vicinity, circulated by
American Legion Post, No. 525, in support
of legislation establishing a system of uni-
versal military training; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

1197. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Town-
send Recovery Plan, Tacoma, Wash, peti-
tioning consideration of their resolution with
reference to enactment of H. R. 16; to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

THURSDAY, JANUARY 22, 1948

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Rev. Dominic Brady, of the Order of
Preachers, Province of St. Albert the
Great, River Forest, Ill., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

In the name of the Father and of the
Son and of the Holy Ghost. Amen.

Our Father, who art in Heaven, hal-
lowed be Thy name; Thy kingdom come;
Thy will be done on earth as it is in
heaven. O God, unfailing support of
those who seek it of Thee, source of
freedom and peace to all who ask it of
Thee, life of those who believe in Thee,
we call upon Thee in behalf of these Thy
servants. We pray Thee, O Lord of
power, wisdom, and justice, through
whom all authority is rightly adminis-
tered, and just laws are enacted, to in-
spire with Thy spirit of counsel, forti-
tude, and love the lawmakers of our Na-
tion. Guide and direct their delibera-
tions so that the laws they propose for
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